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Запропонований навчально-методичний матеріал для студентів ІV 
курсу факультету міжнародних відносин охоплює спеціальний 
текстовий матеріал та розроблені завдання для удосконалення 
лексичних навичок та розвитку усного та писемного мовлення з 
дисципліни «Іноземна мова спеціальності (англійська)» . 
Навчально-методичні рекомендації складаються з двох 
тематичних частин  - ―Superpowers of the Modern World‖ і ―Ukraine in 
the Framework of International Relations‖ та містять чітку структуру для 
опанування лексичним матеріалом за вказаною тематикою. 
Представлені словник основних термінів та їх пояснення, фразові 
комбінації основної лексики та приклади їх вживання у реальному 
мовленні. Кожна частина містить базовий текст з активною 
спеціальною лексикою та завданнями для її закріплення, а також 
завданнями на розвиток мовлення за актуальною темою. 
Значна частина методичних рекомендацій присвячена 
практичному застосуванню та розвитку лексичної та комунікативної 
компетенції студентів-міжнародників. Відтак, передбачена значна 
кількість тренувальних завдань та вправ для удосконаленння навичок 
усного та письмого перекладу з англійської мови на українську та 
навпаки. 
У підсумку кожна із зазначених частин містить запитання та теми 
для обговорення та матеріал та індивідуальної роботи. Крім того, 
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SUPERPOWERS OF THE MODERN WORLD 
 
I. Introduction activities. 
VOCABULARY FOCUS 
Ex. 1. Read the following definitions. Translate them into Ukrainian:  
Concept is a general notion or an idea of something. 
Cold war is a state of diplomatic tension between East and West 
deliberately maintained for the winning of advantages without fighting. 
  Balance of power means parity between rival nations preserved by the 
system of military and economic alliances. 
Polarity is an arrangement of power in the world.  
Unipolarity suggests the international system where power belongs to 
a single state, bipolarity – the international system where power is shared 
between two states and multi-polarity – the international system where 
power is shared among more than two states.  
Hegemony means leadership exercised by one state.  
Status quo is the existing state of affairs. 
 
Ex. 2. Paying attention to the above mentioned definitions, give your own 
idea of ‘the world superpower’. Enumerate the states that can be 
considered superpowers in the modern world. What are their basic 
distinguishing characteristics? 
 
Ex. 3. Compare your own definition to the one given in exercise 15. 
 
Ex. 4. Pre-reading. Make sure you know the meanings of the following 
words:gain prominence; superpower; prevalent; affairs; interdependence; 
hard power; highlight; define; retrospectively;  soft power; coercive; revise; 
preponderance; draw upon; prior to; shape; disadvantage; periphery state; 
version; view;  reinforce; exploit; sole. 
  
Ex. 5. Reading. Read the following text and get ready to answer the 
questions given below: 
Power Concepts in International Relations 
International relations are often viewed in terms of levels of analysis. 
The systemic level concepts are those broad concepts that define and shape 
an international environment.  The concept of ‘power’ in international 
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relations can be described as the degree of resources, capabilities, and 
influence in international affairs. It is often divided up into the concepts of 
‘hard power‘ and ‗soft power‗, hard power relating primarily to coercive 
power, such as the use of force, and soft power commonly covering 
economics, diplomacy and cultural influence. However, there is no clear 
dividing. 
Polarity in international relations refers to the arrangement of power 
within the international system. The concept arose from bipolarity during 
the Cold War, with the international system dominated by the conflict 
between two superpowers, and has been 
applied retrospectively. Consequently, the international system prior to 
1945 can be described as multi-polar, with power being shared among great 
powers. The collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991 led to what some would 
call ‘unipolarity‘, with the United States as a sole superpower. 
Several theories of international relations draw upon the idea of 
‗polarity‗. The balance of power was a concept prevalent in Europe prior to 
the First World War, the thought being that by balancing power blocs it 
would create stability and prevent war. Theories of ‗the balance of power‘ 
gained prominence again during the Cold War, being a central mechanism 
of Kenneth Waltz‘s neorealism. Hegemonic stability theory (developed by 
Robert Gilpin) also draws upon the idea of polarity, specifically the state of 
unipolarity. Hegemony is the preponderance of power at one pole in the 
international system, and the theory argues this is a stable configuration 
because of mutual gains by both the dominant power and others in the 
international system. This is contrary to many neorealist arguments, 
particularly made by Kenneth Waltz, stating that the end of the Cold War 
and the state of unipolarity is an unstable configuration that will inevitably 
change. 
Many advocate that the current international system is characterized by 
growing interdependence, the mutual responsibility and dependency on 
others. The role of international institutions and widespread acceptance of a 
number of operating principles in the international system reinforces ideas 
that relations are characterized by interdependence. 
Dependency theory is a theory most commonly associated with 
Marxism, stating that a set of core states exploit a set of weaker periphery 
states for their prosperity. Various versions of the theory suggest that this is 
either an inevitability (standard dependency theory), or use of the theory to 
highlight the necessity for change. 
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States can be classified by whether they accept the international status 
quo, or are revisionist, i.e. want change. Revisionist states seek to 
fundamentally change the rules and practices of international relations, 
feeling disadvantaged by the status quo. They see the international system as 
a largely western creation which serves to reinforce current realities. Japan is 
an example of a state that has gone from being a revisionist state to one that 
is satisfied with the status quo, because the status quo is now beneficial to it. 
 
Ex. 6. Answer the questions on the text given above: 
1) How can the concept of ‗power‘ in international relations be described? 
2) What does ‗hard power‘ mean? 
3) What does ‗soft power‘ mean? 
4) What does the concept of ‗polarity‘ refer to? 
5) What did the concept of ‗polarity‘ arise from? 
6) How can the international system prior to 1945 be described? 
7) When did ‗unipolarity‘ arise? 
8) When did the theory of ‗the balance of power‘ gain prominence? 
9) What does the concept of ‗hegemony‘ suggest? 
10) Is ‗unipolarity‘ a stable configuration? 
11) What is the current international system consistent with? 
12) What is the essence of Dependency theory? 
13) What is the ‗status quo‘? 
14) What is the principal states division as to their acceptance of the 
international ‗status quo‘? 
 
Ex. 7. Translate the following word-combinations into Ukrainian. Use 
some of them in the sentences of your own: 
 
broad concepts; to define and shape an international environment; the degree 
of resources; capabilities, and influence in international affairs; hard power; 
to relate to coercive power; the use of force; soft power; to cover economics; 
cultural influence; there is no clear dividing; the arrangement of power 
within the international system; to draw upon the idea of polarity; the 
preponderance of power at one pole; mutual gains; both the dominant power 





Ex. 8. Suggest English equivalents for the given Ukrainian words and 
word combinations: 
 
єдина наддержава; визначати та формувати; сила примусу; жорстка 
сила; м‘яка сила; здатності/можливості; широке поняття; розташування 
сил; полярність; біполярність; уніполярний світ; багатополярні 
відносини; мати ретроспективне застосування; розпад Радянського 
Союзу; баланс влади; домінування, зверхність; силові блоки; 
створювати стабільність; стабільне співвідношення; здобувати видатне 
становище/ поширення; гегемонія влади; на противагу багатьом 
доводам; захищати положення; взаємна відповідальність; 
взаємозалежність; зміцнювати ідеї;  основні держави; використовувати 
слабші другорядні країни; приймати існуюче положення / існуючий 
стан речей. 
 
Ex. 9. Complete the following sentences: 
 
1) States can be classified by whether they accept the international status 
quo, or are _________ , i.e. want  revision. 
2) Many advocate that the current international system is characterized by 
growing _________, the mutual responsibility and dependency on others. 
3) A number of operating principles in the international system reinforce 
ideas that _________ are characterized by interdependence. 
4) Sometimes there is no clear _________ between soft power and hard 
power. 
5) The concept of ‗polarity‘ arose from _________ when the international 
system was dominated by two superpowers. 
6) Neorealists argue that the end of the Cold War and the state of _________ 
is an unstable configuration that will inevitably change. 
7) Theories of ‗the balance of power‘ gained _________ again during the 
Cold War. 
 
Ex. 10.  Explain in English the meaning of the following words: 
 
Hard power, soft power, coercive power, preponderance, 
configuration, to reinforce, to gain prominence, status quo, periphery state, 




Ex. 11. Match the synonyms given in column A with those in column B. 
Make up your own collocations with each word of column A: 
 
Column A Column B Column A Column B 
prior probably attain take advantage of 
preponderate balance apply designate 
prevalent dominate exploit impose  
parity predominant define gain 
plausibly previous advocate back 
 
Ex. 12. Make a summary of the text. Retell the text: Power Concepts in 
International Relations.  
 
Ex. 13. Translate the following sentences into Ukrainian. Pay attention to 
the topical vocabulary given in bold type: 
1. Publics around the world believe the balance of power between the U.S. 
and China is tipping in favor of China. Many global publics also think China 
will eventually eclipse the U.S. as the world‘s leading superpower. 2. The 
media was under the hegemony of conformists supporting the status quo. 3. 
Emissions per head is not the sole criterion determining global warming. 4. 
But there are also more coercive measures reportedly under consideration. 
5. Using the coercive power of the state will not help the medically needy 
find efficient and effective care. 6. Democracy was restored and coercive 
population policies were abandoned. 7. The preponderance of the dollar in 
global capital markets remains overwhelming. 8. If you don't like it, 
advocate for its revision, not its repeal. 9. What I've been trying to advocate 
is that it's an extremely authentic form of storytelling. 10. The rich and 
famous can hire the best lawyers, employ their own investigators and exploit 
the media to their advantage. 11. The power of the universe is waiting for 
you to exploit it. 12. The world however remain unipolar and there are no 
alternatives. 13. The principles retrospectively volunteered are wrong 
anyway. 14. The multi-polar world has become a global reality, recognized 
as a near certainty by no less an authority than the U.S. intelligence 
community. 15. Their graduates do pretty well, many rising to some sort of 
prominence. 16. The site has gained this prominence largely without paid 
staff or revenue. 17. It needs some monitoring so that we at least have some 
source of data that shows us how prevalent various kinds of fraud are. 18. 
Obesity is prevalent among younger people, too, and in fact is dramatically 
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on the rise. 19. Generally the Europeans are content with the status quo. The 
last thing they need at a time when Europe is so embroiled in its own 
internal debates, is the external distraction of a change in guard across the 
pond. 20. Hard power and soft power must be mutually reinforcing in 
ways that the actor‘s purposes are advanced effectively and efficiently. 
 
Ex. 14. Translate sentences into English: 
 
1. Політичні та інтелектуальні лідери більшості країн світу рішуче 
опираються перспективі однополюсного світу і віддають перевагу 
творенню справжньої багатополюсності. 
2. Однополюсна система могла б існувати за наявності однієї 
наддержави, багатьох слабких держав та відсутності впливових 
великих держав. За таких умов наддержава могла б сама вирішувати 
важливі міжнародні питання, і жодна комбінація слабких держав не 
здатна була б завадити їй у цьому. 
3. Зусилля єдиної наддержави створити однополюсну систему 
призводять до того, що великі держави докладають ще більших 
зусиль, рухаючись в бік багатополярної. 
4. Сполучені Штати, звичайно, є єдиною державою, що має 
беззаперечну перевагу в усіх складниках впливу (економічному, 
військовому, дипломатичному, ідеологічному, технологічному та 
культурному) і здатна обстоювати свої інтереси фактично в кожному 
куточку світу. 
5. Наддержава чи гегемон однополюсної системи, не маючи 
конкурентів в особі великих держав, зазвичай, здатна досить довго 
домінувати над малими державами, аж поки її не знекровлюють 
внутрішні проблеми або певні сили з-поза меж даної системи. 
6. У багатополюсному світі 21 століття великі держави неминуче 
конкуруватимуть, конфліктуватимуть та створюватимуть коаліції у 
різноманітних поєднаннях. 
7. Хоча Сполучені Штати не можуть створити однополюсного світу, в 
їхніх інтересах скористатися перевагами статусу єдиної наддержави і 
домагатися такої співпраці від інших країн, щоб вирішувати 
глобальні питання відповідно до американських інтересів. 
8. Американські ж урядовці прикро вражені тим, що не можуть досягти 
цієї гегемонії. Одне слово, жоден з основних учасників світової 
політики не почувається задоволеним цим статус кво. 
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9. Найлаконічніше формулювання синдрому "доброго гегемона" дав 
заступник міністра фінансів Лоренс Саммер, який назвав Сполучені 
Штати "першою неімперіалістичною наддержавою" і в цих трьох 
словах зумів возвеличити американську унікальність, американську 
доброчесність та американську могутність. 
10. Другорядні реіональні держави часто розглядають американський 
вплив як фактор обмеження домінування інших великих реіональних 
держав. 
11. На початку ХХІ століття Індія готова здійснити ривок до 
глобального лідерства.  
12. На сьогодні існують дві групи світових лідерів: Сполучені Штати, 
Європейський Союз і Китай (країни, які можна умовно зарахувати до 
першого ешелону сильних світу) та лідери другого ешелону (Індія, 
Японія, Бразилія тощо), які хоч і відстають від групи лідерів, проте 
аутсайдерами їх назвати не можна. 
13. Нині Індія цілком може стати ―супердержавою знань‖. Перші ознаки 
таких тенденцій простежуються ще з 1997 року, коли у світовій пресі 
почали з‘являтися статті з приводу того, що Індія ―викрала‖ робочі 
місця у заможних націй. 
14. Більшість людей погоджується з тим, що за часів "холодної" війни 
світова система була біполярною, в той час як сьогодні існує 
односилова система. 
15. За останні десятиліття Китай досягнув видатного становища на 
світовій політичній арені, склавши жорстку конкуренцію США як 
єдиній наддержаві. 
 
Ex. 15. Put the following prepositions in each space in the text below:  as, 
at, at, between, by, during, for, from, in, on, of, to. Read the text again and 
translate it. Underline or write out all useful expressions and try to 
memorize them. Make a mini-presentation on the text. In particular, get 
ready to say what states exercised the part of superpowers in different 
historical periods.  
 
In Politics, what is a Superpower? 
In politics and diplomacy, a superpower is a state that has a leading position 
in the international system, capable (1)____projecting significant military 
power anywhere in the world. A leading professor of National Security 
Affairs, Alice Miller, defines a superpower (2) ____ "a country that has the 
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capacity to project dominating power and influence anywhere in the world, 
and sometimes, in more than one region of the globe (3) ____ a time, and so 
may plausibly attain the status of global hegemon." The term was coined in 
1944 (4) ____ William T.R. Fox, an American foreign policy professor, in 
his book The Superpowers: The United States, Britain and the Soviet Union 
– Their Responsibility for Peace. 
In 1944, when the term was coined, there were three superpowers: the United 
States, the British Empire, and the Soviet Union. At its height in 1922, the 
British Empire encompassed 25% of the world's population and 25% of its 
land area. (5) ____ World War II, due to the stresses of the war and 
numerous independence movements among its colonies, the British Empire 
fell (6) ______ its place as a superpower, leaving only the United States and 
the Soviet Union. For the next few decades, throughout the time known as 
the Cold War, the rivalry (7) ______ the remaining superpowers, the US and 
the USSR, set the tenor for world politics. A war between these two 
countries could have killed hundreds of millions of people and left hundreds 
of cities (8) _____ ruin, but luckily this never happened. 
When the Soviet Union collapsed in 1991, this left the United States as the 
world's sole remaining superpower. The word "hyperpower" has sometimes 
been used to describe the United States' current position, although the term 
has not achieved widespread acceptance. America's place as the new sole 
superpower may be part of the reason (9)_____ the flourishing of anti-
American sentiment in the late 90s and throughout the 00s. Some of the 
world's countries resent the United States' hegemonic power, and are 
particularly angry (10) ____ its military activities in Afghanistan and Iraq, 
which they see as veiled imperialism.  
Some observers believe that the next superpower to enter the scene may be 
China. According to some analysts, the Chinese economy will surpass that of 
the United States, in terms of purchasing power parity, by 2020. China's 
dizzying rate of new construction is a testament to their ascent (11)_____ the 
world stage, and their recognized military buildup may seem threatening (12) 
_____ others around the world, but it guarantees China a key position in 
international diplomacy.  
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Ex. 16. Fill in the box with all possible derivatives of the words given 
below. Some units may contain more than one (even two) units: 










   
  
 
 polar   
accept     
– hegemony 
 
   
   projective  
 
 




 Ex. 17. Find in the text English equivalents for the following words and 
word combinations. Read the text again and translate it. Underline or write 
out all useful expressions and try to memorize them. Make a mini-




7. руйнівний борг 13. виробництво 
значно зросло 




9. десятиліття 15. сходження, ріст 
4. постійний 
занепад 














End of the American superpower? 
By The Washington Times, 2012  
It took more than 60 years, but the days of America as a superpower are 
coming to an end. This is the finding of the Obama administration‘s latest 
report, ―Global Trends 2030: Alternative Worlds,‖ which the National 
Intelligence Council (NIC) released Monday. Analyzing geopolitical trends 
over the next 15 to 20 years, the document concludes China will have 
eclipsed the United States as the world‘s premier economic and military 
giant by 2030. The administration is convinced the United States and the 
West are in permanent decline. 
It doesn‘t have to be so. The NIC analysts predict a ―return to pre-2008 
growth rates‖ is highly unlikely for America and the European Union — at 
least for another decade, as the West‘s anemic economies are being dragged 
down by massive budget deficits and crushing debt. These are problems that 
could be resolved but for the resistance to spending restraint in Washington 
and Brussels. 
Wealth and power have been flowing from the West to the East for the past 
several decades, and China has been the big winner. Its rise has come at the 
expense of America. Beijing has amassed huge trade surpluses by 
manipulating its currency and violating basic labor and environmental 
standards. China‘s market remains relatively closed to U.S. goods, while our 
market is flooded with cheap Chinese products. Hence, Beijing‘s 
manufacturing output has soared. Its economy is the second-largest in the 
world — and growing. 
Right now, the U.S. economy is double the size of China‗s, but thanks to 
President Obama‘s economic policies, we‘re hardly growing. The Chinese 
leadership has largely avoided many of the mistakes committed by 
successive U.S. administrations. Beijing is to America what we once were to 
Great Britain: the emerging global powerhouse. 
There is, however, a critical difference. America‘s ascent represented a great 
advance for democracy and human freedom. China‘s rise is a different 
matter. It poses a serious challenge to both the West and regional neighbors. 
Beijing‘s state capitalism is being driven by bellicose nationalism. China is 
engaged in a massive military buildup. It makes territorial claims on Taiwan 
as well as islands disputed by Japan, Vietnam and the Philippines. China‘s 
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goal is clear: Drive America out of the Pacific on the road to becoming an 
authoritarian colossus. A world dominated by Beijing will be very different 
— and much nastier — than the one led by the United States since 1945. 
The NIC report quotes economist John Maynard Keynes on nations‘ willful 
blindness to the future. In 1937, Keynes said that ―the idea of the future being 
different from the present is so repugnant to our conventional modes of thought 
and behavior that we, most of us, offer a great resistance to acting on it in 
practice.‖ The irony is that Keynesianism — with its stress on big government, a 
vast public sector and huge deficit spending — is primarily responsible for the 
economic morass and debt crisis plaguing the West. Decline is not a fate — it is 
a choice. Sadly, it is one that America, especially the Obama administration, has 
made. Until we change course, the future belongs to China.  
THE WASHINGTON TIMES 
Ex. 18. Render the following article into English using your active 
vocabulary: 
Глобальне опитування: Китай вже готовий змістити США з 
п'єдесталу світової супердержави 
Китай претендує незабаром зайняти місце 
світової супердержави, яке зараз належить США. Такі 
результати глобального опитування громадської 
думки, проведеного Pew Research. Правда, Китаю все 
ще є чому повчитися у США, тим більше що 56% 
жителів Піднебесної впевнені, що їх батьківщина за кордоном 
недооцінена.  
У 2008 році лише 20% опитаних з двох десятків країн називали Китай 
провідною економічною державою світу, а 47% називали такою США. У 
2013 році розклад змінився: тепер Китай вважають лідером 34%, а США – 
41%.  
За останні роки також збільшується число тих, хто вважає, що 
Китай стане або вже став супердержавою. З майже 40 країн різних 
регіонів Землі, жителі яких брали участь в опитуванні, немає жодного 
винятку: абсолютно у всіх цих державах зміцнилося переконання, що 
Китай – нинішня або майбутня супердержава. Втім, китайцям навряд чи 




Рейтинг позитивного ставлення до США в усьому світі становить 
63%, та інші держави набагато частіше розглядають їх як партнера в 
порівнянні з Китаєм, пише The Wall Street Journal. Китай же справляє 
приємне враження на 50% опитаних. Автори дослідження виявили 
"широко поширену ворожість до політики Китаю у військовій сфері та 
в галузі прав людини і незначний інтерес до експорту його культури". 
Крім того, відносини Пекіна з іншими країнами псують територіальні 
суперечки і страх перед посилюється військовою міццю Китаю.  
У Європі до США ставлення краще, ніж до Китаю: ймовірно, це 
пов'язано з популярністю Барака Обами, так як при Джорджі Буші 
такого не було. Зате американці не можуть похвалитися любов'ю 
жителів ісламських країн – у багатьох з них з більшою охотою 
визнають світове лідерство за Китаєм. Росіяни ж віддають перевагу 
Китаю: його позитивно оцінюють 62%, а США – 51%.  
Не можна сказати, що й населення двох країн-конкурентів за місце 
супердержави відчувають один до одного симпатію. Так, Китай –  єдина 
неісламська держава, в якій більше половини населення негативно 
ставиться до США. Не всі можуть погодитися з висновками, що Китай 
вже однією ногою стоїть на п'єдесталі єдиної світової супердержави. 
Китай зараз переживає період внутрішнього пошуку, країна сама в собі не 
впевнена, уряд країни знаходиться у пошуках нової моделі економічного 
зростання, що серйозно суперечить очікуванням людей. Цей 
психологічний феномен свідчить не про силу Китаю, а про невпевненість 
жителів Заходу в собі на тлі триваючого економічної кризи. До таких 
висновків прийшли, проаналізувавши об'єктивні дані про політичну, 
економічну і військової ситуації в Китаї і на Заході.  
Раніше повідомлялося, що у щорічному звіті "Світ у 2050 році", 
опублікованому групою з макроекономічних досліджень 
PricewaterhouseCoopers LLP (PwC) йдеться про те, що до 2050 року 
Китай, США та Індія стануть найбільшими економіками світу.  
Ex. 19. Read and translate the text. Make a list of unknown words. 
Summarize the information given in a text. Write down two key questions 
for each paragraph given. Have ask-and-answer session on the text with 
your fellow students: 
A Сhanging World Order? 
By most measures, reports of America‘s declining power, relative to 
the rest of the world, have again proved premature. The U.S. economy 
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increasingly seems to be on an upswing. The United States remains among 
the world‘s safest and most attractive investments. The shale gas revolution 
is transforming America into an energy giant of the future. The dollar, once 
slated for oblivion, seems destined to remain the world‘s reserve currency for 
some time to come. American military power, even amid current budget cuts, 
remains unmatched in quantity and quality. 
Meanwhile, the ―rise of the rest,‖ which Fareed Zakaria and other 
declinists touted a few years ago, has failed to materialize as expected. For 
all of America‘s problems at home — the fiscal crisis, political gridlock, 
intense partisanship and weak presidential leadership — other great powers, 
from China to India to Russia to the European Union, have debilitating 
problems of their own that, in some cases, promise to grow more severe. 
Overall, the much-heralded return of a multipolar world of roughly 
equal great powers, akin to that which existed before World War II, has been 
delayed for at least a few more decades. Absent some unexpected dramatic 
change, the international system will continue to be that of one superpower 
and several great powers, or as the late Samuel P. Huntington called it, ―uni-
multipolarity.‖  
If, however, by the normal measures of relative power things have not 
changed as much as some predicted, the international order certainly has 
entered a period of uncertainty and flux. In the United States in recent years, 
a great many Americans are questioning the nature and extent of their 
nation‘s involvement in the world. It is not just the Great Recession or even 
unhappiness with the U.S. experiences in Iraq and Afghanistan that are 
driving disenchantment with what Americans used to like to call their global 
leadership. The old rationale for that deep global involvement, which took 
hold in the wake of World War II and persisted through the Cold War, is 
increasingly forgotten or actively rejected by Americans who wonder why 
the United States needs to play such an outsize role on the world stage.  
President Obama‘s foreign policies have both reflected and encouraged 
this desire for contraction and retrenchment. In fairness, explaining to 
Americans why the United States should continue to play the role of 
―indispensable‖ power is more complicated than it was during World War II, 
the Cold War or immediately after 9/11. With Nazis and Soviets around to 
keep things simple, very few American presidents ever needed, or bothered, 
to make the larger and more fundamental case that must be made now — that 
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America‘s task since 1945 has been to foster and defend a liberal world order 
and stave off international anarchy, not just to pounce on the latest threat and 
go home. The president himself may not understand this.  
At the same time, others around the world are wrestling with their own 
questions. How should international affairs be governed and regulated? What 
should be the roles of multilateral institutions such as the United Nations? 
How should the great powers relate to one another, and what special role, if 
any, should the United States play? These questions have no easy answers. 
Around the world there is great ambivalence about the United States. Some 
wish to see its influence fade; others want to see the United States more 
engaged; still others seemingly express both desires simultaneously. But 
whatever one thinks about the world order shaped by and around the 
American superpower, it is arguably less clear than ever what kind of system 
might replace it.  
And if not the United States, then who? For many, the United Nations 
does not hold the promise it once did. Saudi Arabia‘s recent refusal to accept 
a seat on the U.N. Security Council is only one sign of the disappointment in 
that body, which many see as hopelessly gridlocked and unreflective of 
today‘s world, at least in terms of its veto-wielding members. Institutions 
such as the European Union, which even a decade ago seemed to offer a path 
to a new and different kind of world order, are struggling to maintain 
themselves, while newer efforts to build similar institutions in Asia founder 
on great-power competitions and jealousies. Any hope of a great-power 
consortium, a global 21st-century version of the Concert of Europe, seems 
distant — even if such a thing were desirable.  
Like the heralding of ―American decline,‖ warnings about ―the coming 
global disorder‖ have often proved premature. But with Americans and 
others rethinking the U.S. role in the world, and with no other nation, group 
of nations or international institutions willing or able to take its place, global 
disorder seems a more distinct possibility than it has since the 1930s. 
Perhaps the challenge is to fashion an international order that can reflect the 
continuing reality of ―uni-multipolarity‖ but that somehow accommodates 
both global wariness of U.S. power and Americans‘ wariness of their global 
role. History does not offer much reason for optimism. The world order 
rarely changes by means of smooth transitions. Usually, such change is a 
result of catalytic upheaval. (by Robert Kagan) 
 19 
FOREIGN POLICY OF CHINA 
 
PRE-READING 
Ex. 20. Before reading the text make sure you know the meanings of the 
following words: 
A. territorial integrity; with regard to aspiration; reform; hot spot/ hot bed; 
under pretext; prosperity; accede; all-dimensional; in the light of; engage in; 
impose; modernization; proceed; from resort to; reflect; merit/ demerit; 
coexistence; rational; propel. 
 
B. Match antonyms: 
peaceful area modernize 
integrity poverty 
merit lack stance 
interference unreasonable 
remain stagnant disintegrity 
have stance non-interference 
rational hot spot 
prosperity demerit 
 
Ex. 21. Read the text and define the key points of the foreign policy of China: 
 
Foreign Policy of China 
 
China pursues an independent foreign policy of peace. The 
fundamental goals of this policy are to preserve China‘s independence, 
sovereignty and territorial integrity, create a favorable international 
environment for China‘s reform and opening up and modernization 
construction, maintain world peace and propel common development. 
China has all along adhered to the principle of independence. 
With regard to all international affairs, China will, proceeding from the 
fundamental interests of the Chinese people and the people of the world, 
determine its stand and policy in the light of the merits and demerits of the 
matter, without yielding to any outside pressure. 
China does not form an alliance with any big power or group of big 
powers. Nor does China establish military groups with other countries, or 
engage in arms race and military expansion. China opposes hegemonism and 
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preserves world peace. China believes that all countries, big or small, strong 
or weak, rich or poor, are equal members of the international community. 
Countries should resolve their disputes and conflicts peacefully through 
consultations and not resort to the use or threat of force. Nor should they 
interfere in others‘ internal affairs under any pretext.  
China never imposes its social system and ideology on others, nor 
allows other countries to impose theirs on it. China actively facilitates the 
establishment of a new international political and economic order that is fair 
and rational. China holds that the new order should give expression to the 
demands of the development of history and progress of the times and reflect 
the universal aspirations and common interests of the peoples of all countries 
in the world. The Five Principles of Peaceful Coexistence and the universally 
recognized norms governing international relations should serve as the basis 
for setting up the new international political and economic order. 
China is ready to establish and develop friendly relations of 
cooperation with all the countries on the basis of mutual respect for 
sovereignty and territorial integrity, mutual non-aggression, mutual non-
interference in each other‘s internal affairs, equality 
and mutual benefit, and peaceful coexistence. China pursues a policy of all-
dimensional opening up to the outside. It is ready to develop, on the basis of 
equality and mutual benefit, extensive trade relations, economic and 
technological cooperation and scientific and cultural exchanges with 
countries and regions of the world so as to promote common prosperity. 
After 15 years‘ talks, China finally acceded to the World Trade Organization 
on December 11, 2001. While enjoying the relevant rights, China has begun 
earnestly honoring its obligations within the framework of the WTO and its 
commitments. China remains ready to play a positive role, together with 
other countries, in improving world multilateral trade system and promoting 
prosperity and progress in the world. 
As a permanent member of the Security Council of the United Nations, 
China actively participates in the political solution of the problems of 
regional hot spots. China‘s peace-keepers have joined United Nations peace-
keeping operations. China supports the reform of the United Nations and a 
continued important role of the United Nations and other multilateral organs 
in international affairs. China is firmly opposed to all forms of terrorism and 
has made important contributions to international anti-terrorism cooperation. 
China devotes itself actively to pushing forward the cause of international 
arms control, disarmament and non-proliferation. To date, China has joined 
all the treaties related to international arms control and non-proliferation. 
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News in Brief 
 




16-річній пакистанській правозахисниці вручили премію 
Сахарова "За свободу думки" 
 
Премія імені Андрія Сахарова "За свободу думки" за 2013 була вручена 
в середу в Страсбурзі Малалі Юсуфзай, активістці боротьби за права 
жінок. "Справжня супердержава - це країна, в якій багато освічених і 
талановитих людей, а не країна з багатотисячними озброєннями", - 
сказала дівчина на церемонії вручення премії. 





InoPressa. Дивацтва американської демократії "безпечні", але 
світ стривожений 
 
Коли уряд країни з суперекономікою і мегаармією ставить вивіску 
"Закрито", час побоюватися поганих наслідків, пишуть ЗМІ про 
призупинення роботи держустанов США. Система перевантажена 
противагами, вважають оглядачі. "Щоб взяти гору в цій кризі, Обамі 
доведеться побороти не тільки республіканців, а й апатію суспільства". 





Глобальне опитування: Китай вже готовий змістити США з 
п'єдесталу світової супердержави 
 
Китай претендує незабаром зайняти місце світової супердержави, яке 
зараз належить США. Такі результати глобального опитування 
громадської думки. З майже 40 країн різних регіонів Землі, жителі яких 
брали участь в опитуванні, немає жодного винятку: абсолютно у всіх цих 
державах зміцнилося переконання, що Китай - нинішня або майбутня 
супердержава. 




InoPressa. Боргові гори кидають тінь на суверенний рейтинг 
відмінниці-Америки 
 
Світові ЗМІ сьогодні пишуть про раптову зміну агентством Standard & 
Poor's прогнозу рейтингу боргових зобов'язань США зі "стабільного" на 
"негативний". Хтось з оглядачів називає цю заяву "сміховинною", інші 
сподіваються, що такий струс допоможе дійти консенсусу в суперечці 
Обами з конгресменами-республіканцями з бюджетних проблем. 






The Washington Times. Чи виживе Україна? 
 
Російський ведмідь прагне отримати великий куш - Україну. Російський 
прем'єр-міністр Володимир Путін "розуміє, що його імперські амбіції 
можуть бути досягнуті, лише якщо буде поневолена Україна. Росія з 
Україною нагадує Америку - велика континентальна супердержава. Без 
неї вона більше схожа на Канаду - велика країна, покрита снігом... 





Sueddeutsche Zeitung. Оповідь про ведмедя 
 
Росія із задоволенням примірила б роль центру, об'єднавши навколо 
себе азіатські країни, але в особі Китаю у неї з'явився впливовий 
суперник. Коли менш як рік тому фінансова криза почала піднімати 
голову, традиційні істини про те, що капіталізм є якнайкращою 
економічною системою і що Америка - остання супердержава, почали 
руйнуватися. 





Польща й Литва закликають ЄС захистити Україну від 
політичного тиску Росії  
 
Президент Литви Валдас Адамкус вважає, що Російська Федерація 
використовує газовий конфлікт з Україною для того, аби 
продемонструвати, що українці не можуть самостійно вирішувати 
питання про своє приєднання до Європейського Союзу та НАТО. 
Адамкус закликав ЄС підтримати українців. 





InoPressa. Грузинський конфлікт і "нова світобудова"  
 
В середу спостерігачі ЄС, які прибули до Грузії, направили перший 
патруль в "буферну зону" на кордоні з Південною Осетією. Всупереч 
висловленим побоюванням, Москва не перешкоджала роботі місії в 
цьому спірному районі, і зарубіжна преса приділила свою увагу 
принциповішим питанням. Хто спровокував війну: Грузія або Росія? Як 
Заходу відповісти на анексію Абхазії і Південної Осетії?. 
2 жовтня 2008 р., 11:54 // Преса 
 
 
 Newsweek. Кремль стає досвідченішим  
 
Тактика силового тиску себе не виправдала, і Москва шукає нові шляхи розповсюдження 
російського впливу за кордоном. Цілком закономірно, що нещодавно розбагатіла Росія 







Replace the verbs in bold in sentences 1 – 26 with a word or expression from the box 
which has an opposite meaning in the same context. In many cases you will need to 
change the form of the word (for example, to its past simple form): 
Abandon, abolish, attack, conceal, decline, demolish, deny, deteriorate, exaggerate, 
extend, fall, forbid, gain, hire, lend, loosen, lower, postpone, refuse, reject, replenish, 
reward, set, simplify, succeed, withdraw.  
 
1. They accepted the offer of a ceasefire. 
2. He admitted telling lies in his original statement. 
3. They agreed to meet to discuss the future of the organization. 
4. The senator defended his opponent's policies in a televised speech. 
5. The apartments blocks they built were the ugliest in the city. 
6. He complicated matters by rewriting the original proposal. 
7. They continued their plans to assassinate the king when he opened Parliament. 
8. He deposited $10,000 – half his college fees for the forthcoming year. 
9. Relations between the two countries have improved considerably in the last year. 
10. He permitted us to present our petition directly to the President. 
11. The members of the commune were punished for their part in the revolution. 
12. He raised the overall standards of the company within two months of his 
appointment. 
13. As soon as the sun rose, the demonstrators began to appear on the streets. 
14. Prices rose sharply in the first three months of the financial year. 
15. As soon as he had tightened the knots, he pushed the boat out. 
16. To everyone's surprise, she failed. 
17. Tomorrow's meeting has been brought forward. 
18. The management said that they would be happy to borrow the money. 
19. Several flaws in the design of the new model were revealed. 
20. The course has been shortened to 12 weeks. 
21. I don't want to underestimate his role in the club. 
22. Attendance has increased since the new professor took over the course. 
23. Fuel supplies have been exhausted. 
24. Despite having a bigger and cheaper choice of healthy foods, many Americans have 
lost a lot of weight. 
25. Following the revolution, the monarchy was restored. 







Use the time clauses in the boxes to complete the sentences. Pay particular attention 
to the words that come before or after the time clause: 
 
Part 1: One action or situation occurring before another action or situation 
 
prior to / previously / earlier / formerly / precede / by the time 
 
1. ……...............…. the advent of the Industrial Revolution, pollution was virtually 
unheard of. 
2. ……...............…. the army had restored order, the city had been almost completely 
devastated. 
3. ……...............….known as Burma, the republic of Myanmar is undergoing a slow 
and painful political transformation. 
4. A sudden drop in temperature will usually ……...............…. a blizzard. 
5. It was my first trip on an airplane. ……...............…. I'd always gone by train. 
6. The President made a speech praising charity organizations working in Mozambique. 
……...............….that day he had promised massive economic aid to stricken areas. 
 
 
Part 2: One action or situation occurring at the same time as another action 
 
while / as / just as during / throughout at that very moment in the meantime / meanwhile 
 
1. ……...............…. the senator was making his speech, thousands of demonstrators 
took to the streets. 
2. ……...............…. the speech they jeered and shouted slogans. 
3. The senator continued speaking. ……...............…. the police were ordered onto the 
streets. 
4. He finished the speech with a word of praise for the police. ……...............…. the sun 
came out and shone down on the angry demonstrators. 
 
Part 3: One action or situation occurring after another action or situation 
 
afterward  as soon as / once / the minute that following 
 
1. ……...............…. the earthquake, emergency organizations around the world swung 
into action. 
2. ……...............…. the stock market collapsed, there was panic buying on an 
unprecedented scale. 
3. The Klondike gold rush lasted from 1896 to 1910. ……...............…. the area became 
practically deserted overnight. 
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Topics for Discussion 
1. What does the concept ‗power‘ mean in the political world? What is 
the main difference between ‗hard‘ and „soft‟ power? 
2. Give the examples of coercive power in politics. 
3. What is meant by ‘Cold war’? Can you give any historical evidence of 
such a war in the past / in the present? 
4. The Soviet Union used to be a superpower of the XX century. What 
factors caused its collapse as a single state and superpower? 
5. How can the modern world be defined as to the polarity principle 
(unipolar / bipolar/ multi-polar)? Give your arguments. 
6. What is your idea of superpower in politics? What states are considered 
superpowers in the modern world? What part do they play in the 
political world? What impact do they have on other regional countries? 
7. What are principal advantages and disadvantages of the superpowers 
in politics? What way do they share their power and influence in the 
world? Are there any evident or concealed conflicts between 
superpowers in the modern world? 
8. What country can eclipse the United States as a superpower in the 
nearest future? What prerequisites are there for that? Give your 
arguments. What will happen in such a case? 
9. Can the European Union be treated a superpower in the modern world? 
Why? Why not? 
10. What are fundamental preconditions for a state to become a new 
superpower? What favors the rapid economic and geopolitical growth 
of such countries as China and India? 
11. Can you imagine the political world without superpowers? Is that 
possible? Why / why not? 
12.  How do superpowers affect the foreign and internal policy of 
Ukraine? Is Ukraine dependent on them? Give your proofs? 
 
Individual Project 
1. Team Work.   As  political analysts prepare a  project-presentation: 
“Analysis of a World Superpower”. Give a detailed description of any 
modern superpower and its specific geopolitical role in the world 
politics. 




Country Studies Perspective 
Ex. 26. Fill in the gaps with the most suitable words from the given below. 
Translate the text at sight: 
BEIJING 
Beijing is the capital city of the People‘s Federal Republic of China. ‗Beijing‘ 
comes from the Chinese words ‗northern‘ and ‗capital‘ and follows a(n) (1)………East 
Asian tradition of naming capital cites literally. Others similarly named cities 
(2)………..Nanjing in Southern China which means ‗southern capital‘, and Tokyo in 
Japan, which means ‗eastern capital‘. 
Beijing is a fascinating city with a history that (3)……….back thousands of 
years. It is the political and cultural (4)……….of China and is world-famous for its 
many historical attractions. Four million people visit Beijing each year to see 
(5)……….such as the magnificent Forbidden City, Tiananmen Square and the Great 
Wall of China. 
Walking around the city, you can (6)……..countless ancient temples, palaces, 
imperial gardens and other intriguing cultural sites. But Beijing is more than just a 
historic marvel. It is also one of the world‘s great modern metropolises and is 
(7)………..of 21st century vitality. Towering skyscrapers, huge shopping malls, and 
modern commercial areas are just as much a (8)………..of modern-day Beijing. 
 In 2001, Beijing celebrated the news that it had been selected to (9)……..the 
2008 Summer Olympics. Hundreds of thousands of flag-waving Chinese poured into 
Beijing‘s streets, singing and cheering. Fireworks (10)………up the sky as the city 
rejoiced. The morning after the (11)………, the titles of all Beijing‘s newspapers were 
printed in red – a special colour in Chinese (12)………that is reserved for good and 




















1 A past B ancient C antique D older 
2 A include B contain C involve D consist 
3 A sets  B moves C puts D goes 
4 A square B centre C middle D heart 
5 A sights B views C visions D displays 
6 A see B watch C notice D look 
7 A total B rich C full D complete 
8 A piece B part C section D bit 
9 A host  B show C display D view 
10 A glowed B lit C shone D flamed 
11 A statement B declaration C announcement D transmission 
12 A tradition B custom C habit D folklore 
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Ex. 27. Fill in the gaps with the most suitable words from the given below. 




Mohandas Gandhi (known as Mahatma – or ‗Great Soul‘ – Gandhi) was one 
of the greatest figures of the 20
th
 century. Gandhi was the man who (1)……….India on 
the path to independence from British rule. He (2)………. freedom for his country 
through actions which were always (3)………. on the ideas of non-violence and peace. 
Gandhi was born in India on 2 October 1869. He (4)……..his childhood in India 
and at 19 he went to study law in England. At the age of 23, Gandhi got a one-year 
contract to do legal (5)……….in South Africa. In South Africa, Gandhi was shocked to 
see how badly Indian people were treated. Gandhi believed that the best (6)……..to 
achieve political and social change was peaceful protest. He always remained true to the 
ideas of non-violence, even in the (7)……….extreme situations. 
Gandhi eventually returned to India after 21 years in South Africa. When he got 
back home, Gandhi saw how bad life was for people in India so he began to fight for 
improved rights there too. He was especially (8) ………with improving the life of 
India‘s low classes. Gandhi soon became the leader in the movement to free India from 
the rule of the British, and he (9)………. . In 1947, the British granted India its 
independence. Tragically, six month after India gained independence, Gandhi was 
assassinated. He was 78 years old. 
Today, Gandhi is loved and admired by millions of people (10)……… the world. 
The people of India (11)……… him as the father of their nation and his birthday is a(n) 









1 A led B managed C ran D directed 
2 A won B gained C earned D found 
3 A put  B based C found D supported 
4 A took B held C spent D finished 
5 A vocation B employment C job D work 
6 A way B manner C direction D aspect 
7 A main B most C large D very 
8 A interested B worried  C concerned D eager 
9 A gained B achieved C managed D succeeded 
10 A throughout B through C during D cross 
11 A observe B look C regard D think 





End of the sole superpower’s unipolar world 
by Zafar Bangash 
February, 2013 
America‟s role as the sole superpower is not only over but it is becoming the 
pauper power with thousands of factory closings, jobs shipped overseas, its 
debt reaching the sky and its military having been thoroughly defeated. 
America‟s dream has become a nightmare for most people. 
The global political scene is not only changing, it has changed quite 
dramatically in the last decade. The pompous notion of a unipolar world in 
which the self-proclaimed ―sole superpower‖ maintained perpetual full-
spectrum dominance a la Project for the New American Century (PNAC) is no 
longer tenable. Outside the dwindling circle of Washington‘s armchair 
warriors, most American officials have realized that they can no longer afford 
any more wars of choice. Thomas Friedman, a tireless drumbeater for 
American exceptionalism, had conceded this point nearly two years ago in his 
article about the US being reduced to ―The Frugal Superpower‖ (New York 
Times, September 4, 2010). Friedman‘s reluctance to admit that the US is no 
longer a superpower at all reflects the lingering residue of imperial hubris. 
 
―American pacifists need not worry any more about ‗wars of choice,‘‖ wrote 
Friedman in the Times. Continuing about wars of choice, Friedman wrote: 
―We‘re not doing that again. We can‘t afford to invade Grenada today,‖ 
referring to the US invasion of the tiny Caribbean island in October 1983 when 
thousands of marines landed to ―save‖ all 110,000 Grenadians sunbathing on 
the beaches from ―a communist takeover,‖ in the infamous words of then US 
President Ronald Reagan. The US will not be soon invading any other country 
either. This is not to suggest it has given up on mischief. 
 
In his seminal work, The Rise and Fall of the Great Powers (1987), historian 
Paul Kennedy talks about imperial overreach and presents a strong correlation 
between economic strength based on productivity, and military power. It may 
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appear obvious in the context of big powers but economic well-being does not 
automatically translate into military power. Saudi Arabia, Kuwait and Qatar 
stand out as ready examples. Despite their enormous wealth, these countries are 
incapable of defending themselves from even relatively minor neighbours. 
Kennedy quotes former US President Richard Nixon who in July 1971 
identified five centers of power: Western Europe (today‘s European Union), 
Japan, China, the Soviet Union and the US. Nixon said: ―These are the five that 
will determine the economic future and because economic power will be the 
key to other kinds of power, the future of the world in other ways in the last 
third of this century (italics in the original).‖ 
 
Economic strength is of course an important factor in turning a country into a 
military power and then projecting it. Paupers hardly threaten the world 
unless it is to get some food but their concerns do not go much further. It is 
the rich, motivated by greed that want to become richer at the expense of 
others. Among great powers, rivalry has always been predicated on who can 
muster more guns, more warships and more planes to intimidate competitors. 
 
Britain‘s role as a great power ended in the mid 20th century; its place was 
taken up by two new powers: the Soviet Union and the US. Their rivalry was 
dubbed the ―Cold War‖ because they did not engage in shooting wars against 
each other; that was reserved for their puppets euphemistically called allies. By 
the late 1980s, the Soviets had been bankrupted by two related developments: 
an expensive arms race with the US and their ill-conceived invasion of 
Afghanistan. Ten years after invading Afghanistan, the Soviets were forced to 
retreat in disgrace but there was no Soviet Union left to return to. 
 
Since then, the world has undergone numerous changes. Not learning from 
the Soviet experience, the Americans assumed their superior weapons 
supplied to the Afghans had enabled them to defeat the Red Army. Imperial 
hubris rather than thoughtful reflection consumed American thinking. They 
repeated the same mistake their erstwhile rival, the USSR, had made. As the 
late Charles De Gaulle once remarked, Americans are capable of doing the 
most stupid things imaginable, and even those that are completely 
unimaginable. For a decade (1991–2001), the US appeared unmatched. It 
could arguably be called the American decade. Then it blundered into 
Afghanistan and soon thereafter into Iraq in fulfillment of the neocons‘ death 
wish for multiple wars waged simultaneously, and for ―full-spectrum 
dominance.‖ More than a decade later, the US is still stuck in the Hindu 
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Kush mountains, its arrogance proving the biggest obstacle to admitting its 
blunder and cutting its losses by leaving. 
 
To return to Nixon‘s pronouncement, Western Europe has made major 
strides economically while skillfully passing its military costs to the US. In 
recent years, Europe‘s economic well-being has also received major blows 
like the rest of the capitalist West. Portugal, Ireland, Greece and Spain, 
appropriately abbreviated to PIGS, are facing economic meltdown and some 
European states, primarily Germany that ranks first among equals, has had to 
foot the bill for their bailout, despite the fact that it was German and British 
banks that did more to devalue the Euro than any mismanagement by the 
PIGS. The Euro, the European Union‘s single currency, is also facing 
difficulty although it is the US dollar that is being shunned internationally. It 
is seen as toxic since America is no longer a productive power. 
 
With the demise of the Soviet Union, the Warsaw Pact, its military alliance 
with client states, also disintegrated. Thus there are no more Russian or East 
European tanks poised to roll into Western Europe thereby making NATO, 
the western world‘s equivalent military alliance, ostensibly irrelevant. Led 
by the US, NATO member-states are trying to invent a new role for it hence 
the desperate attempt to make it relevant by sending NATO troops into 
Afghanistan and Iraq and threatening neighboring countries as well. China 
meanwhile has outpaced Japan and has become an underwriter of the US 
economy. 
 
The cumulative effect of several factors is what led to the 2008 Recession in 
the US. Some economists, including American, insist the US suffered a 
depression. For decades American corporations outsourced work to countries 
where wages were low — Mexico, India, Indonesia, Thailand, and even 
China. In the American retail giant Wal Mart, one can hardly find a US 
manufactured product. The outsourcing tsunami destroyed America‘s 
manufacturing base. Plant closures followed with millions losing jobs. The 
US may have weathered these dislocations but for the two disastrous wars 
into which the neocons pushed the country. The total direct cost of these 
wars has topped $2 trillion and with related costs — payments to 
permanently crippled soldiers and death benefits — these easily surpass the 
$4 trillion mark, according to two leading US economists: Joseph Stiglitz 
and Linda Bilmas. Today, the US external debt stands at more than $16 
trillion. Add to that the internal debt of $38 trillion and Washington is well 
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on its way to becoming a bankrupt state. 
 
America‘s annual earnings can only cover the cost of medicare, defence and 
interest on its burgeoning debt that adds nearly $450 billion annually. With 
unemployment at 9% (in some critical age groups, such as among the African 
American population between the age of 15–24, it is as high as 30%), the 
housing bubble collapse, the list of homeless increasing daily and 46 million 
people living below the poverty line, America is fast joining the rank of third-
world countries. In fact, some parts of the US already look like the Third 
World. One need not go to South Africa to find fast moving highways and 
exclusive gated communities surrounded by rundown African townships; they 
exist right in the heart of America in almost all major cities. Detroit may be the 
most extreme case but third-world conditions are just as widespread only a few 
miles outside the White House and Capitol Hill in Washington, DC. 
 
In the past, America bombed its way out of recessions. This was true of the 
Second World War, the Vietnam War and in more recent times, the Iraq War of 
1991. Yet war is no longer a profitable business for the US. On November 8, 
2002, Richard Perle, a leading neocon and chairman of the US Defence Policy 
Group, had presented a rosy picture of the soon to be launched war against Iraq 
(March 2003). Perle predicted that the war would not cost more than $60 billion 
and in any case, most of the costs would be offset by Iraq‘s oil revenues that 
Perle admitted the US would grab. Ten years and millions of Iraqi deaths later, 
the US has failed to achieve any of its objectives as it teeters on bankruptcy. 
 
So what went wrong? Professor Stephen Walt, a thoughtful American academic 
and someone not part of the neocon cabal, had this to say: ―A big part of the 
problem, however, is that the United States has chosen to do a few things that are 
very difficult, and where failure is to be expected. Like nation-building in Iraq and 
Afghanistan. Trying to occupy and govern foreign societies that are rife with 
internal divisions, where there is a well-founded hatred of foreign intruders, 
wouldn‘t be easy for anyone. Indeed, trying to create a political system there based 
on our historical experience rather than theirs has got to be one of more ambitious 
— if not utterly misguided — objectives that Washington could have picked‖. 
 
But even Walt is loathed to admit total defeat. He insists the US still has a 
role to play in global affairs and in shaping the political landscape. ―The 
solution is not to retreat into isolationism and cede the initiative to others. 
Rather, the solution is to remind ourselves what American power is good for, 
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and avoid taking on tasks for which it is ill-suited. The United States is very 
good at deterring large-scale aggression, and thus good at ensuring stability 
in key regions. (That assumes, of course, that we aren‘t using that same 
power to destabilize certain regions on purpose). We are sometimes good at 
brokering peace deals — as in Northern Ireland and the Balkans — when we 
use our power judiciously and fairly.‖ Such power, however, will never be 
used in Palestine, because the Zionists will brook no interference from the 
US or anyone else. In any case, a US-imposed peace in Palestine would 
actually be detrimental to the interests of the Palestinians. Peace will be 
achieved only when there is justice for the Palestinians. For that to happen, a 
much harder struggle will have to be waged. Given America‘s weakened 
position, the struggle has better chances of success from now on, as the 
Zionist State begins to implode from inner contradictions. 
 
The US-led unipolar world is dead. While multiple competing centers of power 
have emerged, whether any will replace the US has yet to be seen. An 
important factor in this emerging world order will be the role played by such 
key Muslim players as Islamic Iran, Egypt, Pakistan and movements like 
Hizbullah and Hamas. Until recently, Turkey was considered to be a positive 
factor as well but its policies especially vis-à-vis Syria and Palestine leave 
much to be desired. Instead of playing its natural role, Ankara has decided to 
play second fiddle to the vanishing superpower and its nasty ally, Zionist Israel. 
The End of Human Rights 
By Stephen Hopgood, Published: January 3 
When an icon of the 20th century‘s strivings against oppression passes 
away, it is an appropriate time to take freedom‘s audit.  
―The struggles that follow the victory of formal equality and universal 
franchise may not be as filled with drama and moral clarity as those that 
came before,‖ President Obama said in his eulogy of Nelson Mandela last 
month, ―but they are no less important.‖ And United Nations Secretary 
General Ban Ki-moon urged the world to be ―inspired‖ by Mandela‘s spirit. 
―His death has awakened in all of us,‖ he said, ―the flame of human rights 
and the beacon of hope.‖ Their message was clear: We have come far, but 
there is a great deal left to do. 
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Yet despite this rhetoric of rededication and hope, the ground of human 
rights is crumbling beneath us. If we seem to have moved beyond ―drama 
and moral clarity,‖ it is only because we no longer know where we are going. 
In fact, a 150-year experiment in creating global rules to protect and defend 
individual human beings is coming to an end. 
The evidence is all around us. Authoritarian pushback against human 
rights in China raises the prospect of a new superpower utterly opposed to 
the hitherto dominant language of universal rights. And Russia, if anything, 
outdoes China, with Vladimir Putin manipulating his citizens‘ legitimate 
aspirations for even basic freedoms. From the introduction of sharia law in 
Brunei to the consolidation of a murderous military regime in Egypt (where 
the alternative was the ultra-conservative Muslim Brotherhood), we see 
examples everywhere of resistance to human rights, in practice and in 
principle. 
In a stupefying act of bravado, Saudi Arabia, one of the world‘s most 
systematic abusers of human rights, rejected its seat on the Security Council, 
saying the United Nations fails to prevent ―the violation of rights‖ around the 
world. African leaders resist the authority of the International Criminal 
Court. Bashar al-Assad strengthens his grip on power in Syria after his 
regime uses chemical weapons to murder thousands. We see extreme con-
servatism on gay rights throughout Africa, the Middle East, Eastern Europe 
and now on India‘s Supreme Court. And when the Association of Southeast 
Asian Nations (ASEAN) declares, seemingly in earnest, that the exercise of 
human rights may be limited by ―the just requirements of national security, 
public order, public health, public safety, public morality, as well as the 
general welfare of the peoples in a democratic society,‖ that is a mandate for 
executive power and social conservatism, not for inalienable rights. 
A Freedom House called on the United States and Europe to do more. 
But the United States is worse than an ambivalent onlooker. Its use of torture 
and rendition against al-Qaeda suspects, its detentions without trial at 
Guantanamo, its drone program and targeted assassinations, and its rejection 
of the International Criminal Court all undermine the very idea, let alone the 
practice, of human rights.  
Even the early promise of the Obama administration has dimmed. 
Political and security realities have reduced the scope of American 
unilateralism, the president admitted in his address to the U.N. General 
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Assembly in September. The future, he said, will be about international and 
regional partners for peace and prosperity. In an era when containing China 
is paramount, we know what ―partners‖ means: deals. No ASEAN state 
should expect a call from the president about human rights anytime soon. 
Of course, governments have always been reluctant to tie their hands 
with human rights considerations, and cultural and religious diversity 
guarantees that the secular global rights regime will always have detractors 
and foes. But this is more than a transient change. We have taken the two-
steps-forward, one-step-back nature of human rights for granted, assuming 
that the arc of history does indeed bend toward justice. The assumption 
underlying Obama‘s Mandela eulogy is that matters of compliance, not 
principle, are the main challenge remaining. But the great moral drama of 
liberal freedoms vs. state and religious repression and discrimination is alive 
and insistent today, even as we are in a forced retreat from the battlefield. 
This isn‘t just a change from the 1990s, the 1970s or even the 1950s. It 
is the end of a historic project that began in Europe in 1863 with the 
International Committee of the Red Cross, the first permanent, secular, 
international organization dedicated to the protection of the suffering 
individual. The export of a liberal-humanist vision of global civilization, first 
through empire and then via the 20th century‘s international institutions, has 
reached an impasse. Europe‘s slow political decline has been disguised for 
decades by American power. Now the two are diverging, the Asia-Pacific 
calling Americans to turn East. The world in which global rules were 
assumed to be secular, universal and nonnegotiable rested on the 
presumption of a deep worldwide consensus about human rights — but this 
consensus is illusory. 
The first challenge is multipolarity. It‘s been more than a century since 
we‘ve lived in a truly multipolar world. Now, as power shifts rapidly to Asia, 
the influence of Europe, so often the driving force for human rights and 
international justice, has waned. The United States has proved a fair-weather 
friend for human rights abroad and is now far more interested in China and 
its own export markets in Asia and the Pacific. The new and re-emerging 
powers known as the BRICS (Brazil, Russia, India, China and South Africa) 
are not uniformly against human rights — although the records of Russia and 
China are abysmal — but they will increasingly want a say on global rules 
and who gets to set them. Newly emerging states are challenging settled 
opinion on transnational justice and humanitarian intervention, which they 
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often interpret as victor‘s justice and regime change. And the global rules 
and principles that organizations such as the United Nations rely on were not 
written by the vast majority of the world‘s peoples, who have long seen 
powerful states declare exceptions for themselves and their allies. Newly 
powerful states will challenge this system — and seek exceptions of their 
own. 
A multipolar world means more compromise — as we already see in 
Syria — more back-scratching and less principled denunciation. America‘s 
notorious skepticism about most human rights treaties has in the past been 
tempered because international rights seemed to go hand in hand with 
Washington‘s goal of spreading democracy. But opponents can now see U.S. 
ambivalence about strengthening global liberal institutions — outside the 
trade and finance realm — and know there will be little pushback when the 
stakes are high. 
Human rights made sense for a secularizing Europe that sought a moral 
alternative to religious faith. But the world has not followed the secular path. 
If anything, it is becoming more intense in its religiosity — that is the second 
challenge. Over the past century, for example, Christianity has seen a 
massive shift toward the south, with more than 60 percent of Christians now 
living in Africa, Asia and Latin America. In Africa alone, the number of 
Christians rose from 9 million to 516 million between 1910 and 2010. And 
we are as aware of the intensity of Islamic faith held by millions in many of 
the countries of the Middle East, North Africa and South Asia as we are of 
the passionate evangelism shared by millions of Christians in the Americas 
and Africa particularly.  
The language of human rights is a language of protest and resistance, 
not of authority and discrimination. In a religious world, secular human 
rights of recent heritage and ambiguous origin increasingly compete with 
long-standing cultural claims legitimated by traditions and gods. Where 
strong faith meets human rights, the classic modernizing assumption — that 
secular rights trump religion — no longer holds. 
A more multipolar world, America‘s ambivalence, Europe‘s decline 
and more competition from faith-based movements — all these forces put 
extreme pressure on a human rights model that is heavily Westernized and 
centralized in funding and organization. And so a paradox emerges. 
Achieving progress in civil and political rights, for example, might mean 
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ceding ground in other areas such as social justice and women‘s rights. All 
rights are equally important to the global human rights regime with which we 
are familiar. But for many of those who are poor, or committed to socialist 
politics, or deeply religious and/or conservative, both inside and outside the 
West, which rights deserve primacy requires discussion and compromise, not 
diktats from New York and Geneva. 
The classic Human Rights Watch strategy of ―naming and shaming‖ 
rights abusers is irrelevant in cases where, for example, the imposition of 
sharia law is considered desirable by those who must be shamed for change 
to happen. In the multipolar world, justice for acts of egregious violence may 
mean the death penalty — or it may mean outright forgiveness. This world 
may be one where women seeking an end to domestic violence and desirous 
of education for their daughters nevertheless oppose reproductive rights on 
principle. Or where the idea that children have rights they can claim against 
their parents, rather than obligations, seems to strike at the heart of the most 
valued social institution of all, the family. 
In this world, religious groups of all kinds have an opportunity to play a 
greater role in struggles for freedom from hunger and repression than they 
have done in the decades when secular experts in development and human 
rights held sway. Pope Francis, Time magazine‘s ―Person of the Year,‖ has 
insisted that the church is not a nongovernmental organization — meaning it 
has more to offer than secular activism and advocacy. The church has a 
deeper, more powerful, more attractive and more important spiritual message 
to spread, he has said, surely recognizing that the weak grip of conventional 
Western human rights principles in individual communities is no match for 
the moral power of the church. The new pope‘s seemingly more liberal 
stances on social issues and his critique of capitalism may make him a better 
bet for radical change — he can in principle mobilize a billion people — 
than the rather arid, dry and legalistic claims of secular human rights 
advocates. 
We are waking from the European dream of one world under global, 
secular law. The result may be a reinvigorated universal church. Or it may be 
parallel and permanent zones of freedom and zones of repression, and a 
global middle class seeking desperately to move themselves, or at least their 
children, from one to another. 
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Render the article into English: 
М’яка та жорстка сила ЄС 
 
Розглядаючи використання жорсткого та м‘якого типів впливу 
країнами Європейського Союзу, слід підкреслити, що поки Сполучені 
Штати вели боротьбу з комуністичним блоком за ідеологічне 
домінування у світі, країни Західної Європи (не без підтримки США) 
займалися повоєнною відбудовою економіки, а згодом 
продемонстрували світу результат своїх майже п‘ятдесятирічних 
зусиль, ставши прикладом дуже успішного, хоча й досі незнайомого 
історії міжнародних відносин, інтеграційного об‘єднання. 
Особливістю зовнішньополітичного впливу ЄС є той факт, що 
результати успішної інтеграції можна записати в арсенал усіх країн 
учасниць та ЄС в цілому. Європейський Союз активно використовує 
свій вдалий досвід політичної та економічної інтеграції – основний 
ресурс м‘якого впливу, – особливо в рамках політики розширення. Ця 
найуспішніша складова Спільної зовнішньої та безпекової політики ЄС 
стала потужним важелем демократичних перетворень у країнах 
Центральної та Східної Європи. Водночас міцний економічний 
потенціал ЄС свідчить про наявність інструментів економічного тиску 
чи заохочення, а отже – жорсткої сили. 
З метою допомоги пострадянським країнам у 1991 р. була 
започаткована програма TАСІС (Tacis Programme), яка фінансувала 
широке коло проектів у сферах інституційних, правових і 
адміністративних реформ; підтримки економічного розвитку; 
пом‘якшення соціальних наслідків перехідного періоду; розвитку села, 
ядерної безпеки та ін. З 1991 по 2005 роки в країнах-бенефеціарах Тасіс 
було профінансовано проекти на суму в понад 7 млрд євро 16. ЄС 
фінансує ряд програм із освітніх та наукових обмінів як всередині ЄС, 
так і за участі представників інших країн світу. Сформульована в 2003 
р. у зверненні Комісії "Ширша Європа" концепція Європейської 
політики сусідства, пропонує сусіднім країнам привілейовані 
відносини, які будуватимуться на взаємному визнанні спільних 
цінностей, головним чином у сфері верховенства права; справедливого 
управління; дотримання прав людини, принципів ринкової економіки 
тощо. Саме втілення спільних цінностей є основним критерієм для 
глибини двосторонніх відносин з ЄС. 
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Також ЄС – один із основних світових донорів з підтримки миру 
та безпеки. Найбільша частина такої допомоги ЄС надається країнам 
Африки і становить понад 50% усієї світової допомоги, яку отримує цей 
континент. В 2003 р. ЄС вперше провів самостійну миротворчу 
операцію в Республіці Конго. А в 2004 році Європейський Союз 
заснував фонд обсягом у 250 млн. євро під назвою "Peace Facility" 
("Програма миру") для фінансування заходів, спрямованих на 
підтримку миру та запобігання конфліктів у країнах Африки. Активна 
участь європейських контингентів у миротворчій діяльності ООН, 
НАТО та ОБСЄ стала додатковим чинником зміцнення європейського 
авторитету у світі. 
М‘яка сила ЄС є прикладом власної успішності й міцно пов‘язана 
із такою складовою жорсткої сили, як ―пряник‖ економічної вигоди від 
співробітництва. Тому згадувана вже формула Т. Рузвельта в 
європейському контексті звучить як ―говоріть м‘яко, і майте при собі 
великий ―пряник‖, що жодним чином не свідчить про 
зовнішньополітичну слабкість ЄС. Ефективність такого підходу 
підтверджують результати соцопитувань, які вказують на значний 
відрив ЄС від США за оцінкою позитивного впливу у світі. 
На думку більшості західних експертів, і для США, і для ЄС 
найперспективнішим є створення ефективного балансу між м‘якою та 
жорсткою силами – використання так званої ―розумної сили‖. При 




















UKRAINE IN THE FRAMEWORK OF INTERNATIONAL 
RELATIONS 
 
I. Introduction activities. 
VOCABULARY FOCUS 
 
Ex. 1. Study the  following words and their definitions. Translate the given 
phrases and sentences into Ukrainian:  
1. REVOLT noun - violent action against a ruler or government; something 
which shows that you will not accept something or will not agree to be 
controlled or influenced by someone or something. Collocations:  
ADJ. + REVOLT great The Great Revolt of 1381 may have been caused by 
attempts to keep wages down. | full-scale, general, large-scale, mass, 
popular, serious, widespread There was a general revolt against the 
leadership at the party congress. | open Parliament came out in open revolt 
against the president. | armed | peasant/peasant's, shareholder's, student, 
etc.  
VERB + REVOLT cause, prompt, provoke, stir up | lead a student-led 
revolt | stage | control, crush, deal with, put down, quash, suppress The 
revolt was suppressed with total ruthlessness.  
REVOLT + VERB break out Revolt broke out when the government 
decided to raise the price of bread. | spread | overthrow sb/sth The regime 
was overthrown by a popular revolt.  
PREP. in ~ The farmers rose in revolt. | ~ against the revolt against the poll 
tax in Britain | ~ by a revolt by backbenchers | ~ over the farmers' revolt over 
imported meat | ~ within revolt within the party. 
 
2. REGIME noun - system of government. Collocations:  
ADJ. + REGIME new | old | current, established, existing, present | 
former, previous | interim | political | conservative, liberal, radical | 
authoritarian, autocratic, dictatorial, totalitarian | communist, 
democratic, fascist, socialist | brutal, hard-line, harsh, oppressive, 
repressive | constitutional, parliamentary | revolutionary | military | 
colonial | puppet In 1940 a puppet regime was established by the invaders.  
VERB + REGIME establish, install, set up | defeat, overthrow, topple | 
bolster, strengthen Education was seen as a way of bolstering the existing 
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regime. | destabilize | support | oppose | head a military regime headed by 
the general  
REGIME + VERB exist | come to power The communist regime came to 
power in 1975. | collapse, fall  
PREP. against a/the ~ She called for sanctions against the regime. | under 
a/the ~ He spoke of the abhorrent crimes that had been committed under the 
regime. | ~ under a military regime under Franco  
PHRASES a change of regime, the collapse/fall/overthrow of a regime, a 
member of a regime, regime’s demise.  
 
3. INTERVENTION noun – the deliberate act of a nation or a group of 
nations to introduce its military forces into the course of an existing 
controversy. 
ADJ. direct direct intervention to stop abuses of the environment | active, 
decisive, forceful | early, immediate, timely A full-scale riot was prevented 
by the timely intervention of the police. | effective, successful | limited | 
personal the Emperor's personal intervention | government, ministerial, 
official, state | external, foreign, outside | armed, military We would resist 
any armed intervention from outside in our country's affairs. | police | 
judicial, legal | medical, surgical | economic, political, social | divine, 
human The king saw this victory as the direct result of divine intervention.  
VERB + INTERVENTION make to make a forceful intervention in a 
dispute | call for, demand The prime minister was always demanding active 
intervention early on. | resist  
PREP. ~ against armed intervention against the rebels | ~ by intervention by 
a senior judge | ~ from He was furious at this intervention from the press. | ~ 
in the government's intervention in the dispute | ~ on behalf of state 
intervention on behalf of the British film industry  
PHRASES the power/right of intervention. 
 
4. ESCALATION Of VIOLENCE - an increase in the intensity or 
geographical scope of a war or diplomatic confrontation. For example, 
during the Korean War, some Americans urged escalation of the war 
through bombing of the People's Republic of China. 
ADJ. dramatic, major, serious | further | rapid  
VERB + ESCALATION lead to The reorganization has led to a dramatic 
escalation in costs. | prevent  
PREP. ~ in a serious escalation in the fighting | ~ into the escalation of the 
conflict into an all-out war. 
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5. VISA  noun -  is a conditional authority given by a competent authority of 
a country for a person who is not a citizen of that country to enter its territory 
and to remain there for a limited duration. The visa is commonly a stamp 
endorsed in the applicant's passport or other travel document. 
ADJ. entry, exit, transit | student, tourist, travel  
VERB + VISA get, obtain I obtained a visa after hours of waiting at the 
embassy. | extend, renew | give sb, grant (sb), issue, issue sb (with) | deny 
sb, refuse sb She was refused a visa because of her criminal record. | need, 
require Do South Africans need a visa to go to France? | stamp | check | 
overstay He was arrested for overstaying his visa.  
VISA + VERB expire Her visa expired six months ago.  
VISA + NOUN ban, regulations, requirements, restrictions | application  
PREP. on a ~ She entered the country on a student visa. | ~ for Do you need 
a visa for Egypt?  
 
Ex. 2. Paying attention to the above mentioned definitions, spell out the 
main priorities and challenges of Ukraine’s Foreign Policy.  Enumerate 
the states and world international organizations that have a notable impact 
on its development. Read the text of Ex. 4 and compare your own ideas to 
the ones given. 
 
Ex. 3. Pre-reading. Make sure you know the meanings of the following 
words and word combinations: 
Annexation; legitimacy of the government; incoherent; contending 
forces; to give lip service to; energy at subsidized prices; to balk; to cede 
control; to reject NATO membership; popular revolt; non-recognition of 
annexation; to ameliorate; hostile leadership; direct military intervention; to 
implement de facto trade sanctions; to harass and expel citizens; already-
strained EU coffers; tough competition; regime‘s demise; visa ban; assets 
freezes; to broker; obsolete; to reverse the flow of pipelines. 
 
Ex. 4. Read and translate the text: 
 
Ukraine’s Foreign Policy: Current Issues 
 
Since achieving independence in 1991, conflict between Ukraine‘s 
political forces has led its foreign policy to appear incoherent, as the 
contending forces pulled it in pro-Western or pro-Russia directions or simply 
 42 
neglected foreign policy as less important than domestic political combat and 
the division of the spoils of victory. Ukrainian leaders gave lip service to 
joining NATO and the European Union, but did little to meet the standards 
set by these organizations. Ukrainian leaders also promised closer ties with 
Russia in exchange for Russian energy at subsidized prices, but balked at 
implementing agreements with Russia that would seriously compromise 
Ukraine‘s sovereignty, such as ceding control over Ukraine‘s energy 
infrastructure to Moscow. Yanukovych‘s foreign policy appeared to fit into 
this pattern, although he broke with previous Ukrainian presidents by 
formally rejecting NATO membership for Ukraine. Yanukovych‘s last-
minute decision in November 2013 to decline to sign an Association 
Agreement with the EU touched off a popular revolt that led to the collapse 
of his regime. 
Ukraine‘s new government‘s main foreign policy priorities are to 
secure international support for Ukraine‟s sovereignty and territorial 
integrity, and non-recognition of Russia‟s annexation of Crimea. Kyiv is 
seeking urgent international assistance to ameliorate the country‟s dire 
financial situation. The government also strongly supports European Union 
integration for Ukraine, but says that NATO membership aspirations are not 
a current priority. In addition to the annexation of Crimea, Ukraine may face 
further pressure from a hostile Russian leadership, which does not recognize 
the legitimacy of the new government. This could include direct military 
intervention in eastern Ukraine. Russia has implemented some de facto trade 
sanctions against Ukraine, and used natural gas prices and debts as a weapon 
against Ukraine. Russia could also harass or expel Ukrainian citizens 
working in Russia. 
European Union 
Ukraine seeks eventual EU membership, but most EU countries have 
opposed raising this issue, in part due to the huge burden a large, poor 
country like Ukraine could place on already-strained EU coffers. The 
Association Agreement is the EU‘s main instrument to promote European 
values and deepen economic ties with Ukraine and other former Soviet 
countries. The agreement includes a free trade agreement with the EU, 
formally known in EU jargon as a Deep and Comprehensive Free Trade 
Agreement (DCFTA). Although the DCFTA further opens potentially 
lucrative EU markets to Ukraine, it also requires it to adopt EU legislation 
and standards and to expose its own firms to tough competition from EU 
imports. Approximation to EU norms could also lead to increased foreign 
investment in Ukraine. Under intense pressure from Russia, which strongly 
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opposed Ukraine‘s intention to sign the AA, the Ukrainian government 
announced on November 21 that it would not sign the agreement, the start in 
a series of events that led to the regime‟s demise three months later. EU 
officials and officials of EU member governments condemned violence by 
the former Ukrainian government and their allies against peaceful protestors. 
They called on the Ukrainian government to quickly adopt the steps needed 
to end the political crisis in Ukraine peacefully. After a sharp escalation of 
the violence on February 18 and 19, the EU decided to impose a visa ban and 
asset freezes on Ukrainian officials responsible for violence. On February 21, 
the foreign ministers of France, Germany, and Poland came to Kyiv and 
brokered a peaceful settlement of the crisis, which was almost immediately 
rendered obsolete by the collapse of the regime. 
The collapse of the Yanukovych regime appears to have brightened 
prospects for a closer relationship with the EU. The EU and Ukraine signed 
the parts of Ukraine‘s Association Agreement dealing with political issues on 
March 21, 2014. The parts of the AA dealing with economic issues would be 
signed later this year, after the new Ukrainian President takes office. 
However, the EU has said that it will allow Ukraine to benefit unilaterally 
from the DCFTA before the signature of the economic parts of the AA. On 
March 5, the European Commission unveiled an 11.175 billion Euro (about 
$15.5 billion) aid package for Ukraine. In addition, the EU will establish a 
High Level Investment Forum/Task Force; help modernize Ukraine‘s natural 
gas transit system and work on reversing the flow of pipelines through 
Slovakia so that Ukraine can receive gas from the west; acceleration of Visa 
Liberalisation Action Plan; and technical assistance on a number of areas 
from constitutional to judicial reform and preparation of elections.2 On 
March 17, the day after Crimean authorities held a referendum on joining 
Russia, the European Union imposed a visa ban and an asset freeze on 21 
figures from Ukraine and Russia who played roles in Russia‟s seizure of 
Crimea. Analysts noted that senior Russian leaders were lacking from the 
list, which nevertheless included several members of the Russian parliament 
and Russian military commanders in Crimea. On March 21, the EU imposed 
sanctions on 12 additional Russian leading figures, after President Putin 
signed an agreement with Crimean leaders incorporating the region into 
Russia.3 However, the EU still stopped short of sanctioning leading business 
figures who support the Russian regime or key Russian banks and other 
firms. 
Ukraine: Current Issues and U.S. Policy 
Congressional Research Service 7 
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Ex. 5. Answer the questions on the text given above: 
1. Why did Ukraine‘s foreign policy appear incoherent and unclear in the 
last two decades? 
2. What prevented Ukraine from following the EU direction? 
3. What are Ukraine‘s new government‘s main foreign policy priorities? 
4. What is Ukraine‘s official position concerning annexation of Crimea by 
Russia? 
5. Is Ukraine welcomed as a EU member state? 
6. What steps should our country take to gain eventual EU membership? 
7. Is our country supported by the EU? In what way? 
8. What were the decisive reasons for a popular revolt in November 
2013? 
9. What factors caused regime‘s demise in February 2014? 
10. What are positive and negative consequences of  the regime‘s collapse 
for Ukraine‘s foreign policy? 
 
Ex. 6. Suggest English equivalents for the given Ukrainian words and 
word combinations (refer back to the text if necessary). Use some of them 
in the sentences of your own (make up sentences consisting of 12 words 
and more): 
Непослідовна зовнішня політика; протиборчі сили; внутрішня 
політична боротьба; обіцяти на словах/ вести порожні балачки; 
задовольняти стандарти; енергоресурси за зниженими цінами; 
поступатись контролем над; офіційно відмовлятися від членства; 
відхилити підписання Угоди про Асоціацію; народне повстання; крах 
режиму; повалення (закінчення) режиму; забезпечувати суверенність та 
територіальну цілісність; поліпшувати важку фінансову ситуацію; 
прагнення членства; визнавати законність уряду; не визнавати анексію 
Криму; уводити торгівельні санкції проти; переслідувати та висилати з 
країни; військове вторгнення; просувати європейські цінності; угода 
про вільну торгівлю; піддавати жорсткій конкуренції; прибуткові 
ринки; заборонити візи та заморозити рахунки; виступати 
посередником на мирних переговорах; надавати пакет фінансової 
допомоги; проводити референдум; включити регіон у склад Росії; 
користуватися перевагами одноосібно/ односторонньо. 
 
Ex. 7.  Explain in English the meaning of the following words: annexation, 
obsolete, incoherent, revolt, escalation, to broker, to expel, demise, to balk. 
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Ex. 8. Match the synonyms given in column A with those in column B. 
Make up your own collocations with each word of column A: 
Column A Column B Column A Column B 
incoherent surrender ameliorate intimidate 
neglect obstruct harass out-of-date 
revolt unclear obsolete beneficial 
cede ignore lucrative include 
balk uprising incorporate improve 
 
Ex. 9. Make a summary of the text. Retell the text: Ukraine‘s Foreign 
Policy: Current Issues. 
 
Ex. 10. Translate the following sentences into Ukrainian. Pay attention to 
the topical vocabulary given in bold type: 
1. Spence, however, says the evidence suggests to him the fires were set 
during an internal revolt. 2. Only change will come with revolt and 
revolution in such a tyrant situation. 3. In fact, many have argued that 
colonizers are unethical and the colonized should always revolt. 4. Or they 
could simply refuse to cede control for cash at all, rejecting the program 
entirely. 5. He has said that he is not prepared to cede any sovereignty to the 
centre. 6. He inherited incoherent spending priorities, a broken procurement 
process and two disastrously mismanaged wars. 7. The food industry is only 
paying lip service to government campaigns to make people eat a healthy 
diet. 8. This politician can be said to be ―paying lip service‖ to the ideas of 
capitalism and democracy to please the people that will vote for him. 9. 
Forget a password, and your own computer may balk at your command. 10. 
Senate abandons auto bailout bid after Republicans balk. 11. Poor nations 
balk at trade proposals. 12. On 19 March 2011, a multi-state coalition began 
a military intervention in Libya to implement United Nations Security 
Council Resolution 1973. 13. His death decisively ends a regime that had 
turned Libya into an international pariah and ran the oil-rich nation by the 
whim and brutality of its leaders. 14. The Syrian regime has killed more 
than 1,500 civilians, human rights groups say, and about 12,000 people have 
been arrested. 15. Nonetheless, it appears the regime's opponents have not 
managed to create a unified leadership. 16. Annexation is the means by 
which an existing city extends its corporate boundaries. 17. We can't just 
annex territories. 18. International law decrees that no nation can annex the 
moon for itself. 19. By expanding our nonpolluting energy choices, we can 
ameliorate a variety of risks. 20. Education and graded self management 
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experience would appear to be important to ameliorate this situation in the 
long term. 21. German visa entry requirements vary depending on an 
applicant's country of citizenship. 22. Coming on a work visa, staying for a 
year or two, applying for permanent residency. 23. My student identification 
card, along with my student visa, had expired a long time ago. 24. But they 
were facing a master strategist who understood the power of escalation. 25. 
The market must fear this will cause a sharp escalation in the currency 
wars. 26. The clashes are an escalation of skirmishes that began earlier this 
year. 27. The logic of confrontation implied an escalation of violence. 28. 
European Union foreign-policy chief Catherine Ashton talks about the EU 
decision to expand the list of those subject to asset freezes and visa bans. 
29. It's also unfortunate that the ranking does not incorporate student extra-
curricular opportunities for development. 30. Collection agencies harass 
workers at their places of employment, threatening their jobs. 
 
Ex. 11. Translate the following sentences into English using your active 
vocabulary:  
1. Ситуація навколо народного повстання в Україні загострюється. Вже 
стає зрозуміло, що правлячий режим, який довів Україну до 
фінансово-економічного, соціального і політичного краху, не хоче 
взяти на себе відповідальність і провести дострокові президентські 
вибори та вибори до Верховної Ради. 2. У реальній практиці 
зовнішньополітичні інтереси визначаються ієрархією пріоритетів. 
Одні держави знають, що для них важливіше за все зберегти свій 
суверенітет, інші - не допустити втручання у свої внутрішні справи, 
треті прагнуть зберегти високі темпи розвитку, четверті - підкорити 
своїй волі сусідів. Пріоритети можуть бути різними, але зовнішня 
політика починається з усвідомлення того факту, що досягти всього 
одночасно неможливо. А значить треба вибирати, а отже - мати чіткі 
критерії для вибору. 4. МЗС України заявляє про військове 
вторгнення Росії і вимагає від російської сторони негайного 
виведення її збройних сил з території України. 5. США підтвердили, 
що чинитимуть спротив зусиллям перевести інтернет під контроль 
Організації Об'єднаних Націй. 6. Міністри закордонних справ країн 
НАТО ухвалили рішення про передачу контролю над безпекою в 
Афганістані місцевій владі протягом цього року. 7. Держсекретар 
підкреслив готовність США працювати з партнерами і союзниками, 
щоб сприяти прямому діалогу між Україною і Росією. У той же час 
він дав зрозуміти, що тривала військова ескалація та провокації 
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закрили б будь-який доступний простір для дипломатії, і закликав до 
граничної стриманості. 8. Режим оголосив війну українським 
журналістам. Відбувається спроба тотального знищення свободи 
слова напередодні майбутніх президентських та парламентських 
виборів. 9. На Волині уже почали переслідувати бізнесменів через 
прихильність до європротестів. 10. Прем'єр-міністр Чехії заявив, що 
у випадку, якщо Москва спробує анексувати територію інших країн 
Східної Європи, то його країна розширить санкції проти Росії. 11. 
Європейський Союз вирішив негайно запровадити замороження 
активів і заборону на видачу віз відповідальним за насильство і 
застосування надмірної сили в Україні, повідомив міністр 
закордонних справ Швеції Карл Більдт. 12. Вкотре в очах зарубіжних 
партнерів Україну виставили як країну з непослідовною і 
непередбачуваною зовнішньою політикою, непрозорою і кулуарною 
практикою ухвалення найважливіших державних рішень; країну, 
нездатну розібратися й визначитися з власними інтересами та 
пріоритетами. 
 
Ex. 12. Fill in the blanks with appropriate prepositions. Give a brief report 
on the following: what are the main objectives and effects of the imposed 
economic sanctions. Try to support your view with current evidence.  
 
Economic Sanctions and How Would They Affect the Crisis in Ukraine?  
As the crisis in Ukraine continues to escalate, the United States and European 
Union have attempted to increase the pressure (1)___ Russia to defuse the situation. 
The G7 countries all have pulled out of preparatory talks (2)___ the G8 summit in 
Sochi, Russia this summer and the Pentagon called off all joint military exercises 
(3)___ Moscow. One response that has been floated constantly this week is 
economic sanctions. In fact, President Barack Obama signed an executive order 
(4)___ Thursday that allows the U.S. to impose sanctions (5)___ certain Ukrainian 
and Russian individuals who have undermined Ukrainian sovereignty, particularly 
in Crimea. The E.U. met (6)___ an emegency meeting today and cut off talks with 
Russia (7)___ a wide-ranging economic pact. They are also threatening further 
sanctions if Russia does not back down. But what does that actually mean? How do 
economic sanctions work and how could they hurt Russia? 
Let‘s break it down: What did Obama’s EO actually do today? Who is 
hurt by it? 
The EO imposed a visa ban (8)___  certain Russian and Ukrainian officials, 
which prevents them (9)___ entering the United States. The administration does 
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not release a list (10)___names of those sanctioned so we don‘t know who they 
are. In fact, they won‘t even know they face a visa ban until they try to enter the 
U.S. or unless are already here and have their visa revoked. The order also 
authorizes the Treasury Department to impose additional economic sanctions 
(11)___ ―individuals and entities.‖ Those sanctions could come (12)___ the form 
of freezing the assets or stopping Americans (13)___ doing any business with 
them. These individual sanctions require more advanced planning, because the 
charges must hold up in court. (14)___ that reason, Obama has only given 
Treasury the authority to take such moves. The sanctions are targeted (15)___ 
those most involved (16)___ the situation in Crimea. If Treasury does take the 
next step and freezes the assets (17)___ certain individuals, it could limit their 
resources. It could also apply (18)___ some powerful people (19)___ the Russian 
government. But this is a first step. A stronger action would be to impose 
sanctions (20)___ the entire country of Russia. 
Oh, that sounds like a more powerful tool. How would it work? 
There are many different kinds of sanctions we could impose (21)___  
Russia. We could revoke their favorable tariff rates, which would increase the 
taxes Russian firms have to pay to sell their goods in the United States, or 
impose quotas so that those companies can only sell a certain amount of their 
goods here. We could also implement a trade embargo. That embargo could 
cover certain goods, certain state-run organizations, or be a blanket policy that 
would prohibit U.S. individuals and companies (22)___  doing any business 
with Russia.  Right now, the U.S. has a trade embargo (23)___  Cuba that 
covers consumer goods, money and arms. With North Korea, the U.S. embargo 
covers only luxury goods and arms, the goal to inflict pain on North Korea‘s 
leaders, not its citizens. We could also prevent Russians (24)___ accessing U.S. 
financial markets, denying them a liquid source of funds. 
How does the E.U. fit into all of this? 
The E.U. can impose its own sanctions (25)___  Russian individuals 
and entities. They will carry much more force than anything the U.S. does, 
because the E.U. does more than $400 billion of trade (26)___ Russia each 
year. This is a double-edged sword though. For instance, if the E.U. prohibits 
Eurozone businesses from purchasing Russian natural gas and oil, it would 
significantly impact the Kremlin‘s finances. But it would also leave the 
Eurozone nations (27)___  a vital energy supply, increasing the price (28)___  
gas and oil and potentially leading (29)___ shortages. That's made countries 
like Germany hesitant to support sanctions. 
By Danny Vinik @dannyvinik  
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Ex. 13. Render the following article into English using your active 
vocabulary and prompts given in brackets:  
 
Захід та Росія ведуть економічну війну за Україну  
Українську кризу можна розглядати як змагання Європи, США, 
Росії та України у здатності переносити економічні втрати. Про це на 
сторінках свого блогу "Євразійська геополітика" пише виконавчий 
директор Програми євразійських та східно-європейських досліджень 
університету Берклі Едвард Волкер. Він вважає, що криза в Україні 
перейшла із військової фази у фазу "економічної війни", у якій 
головними чинниками виступають : "економічна ціна подальшого 
протистояння (further confrontation), суб'єктивна здатність зносити 
біль від ударів по економіці (ability to endure economic sufferings) та 
пошук винних у погіршенні ситуації". 
На боці Заходу – економічна міць, натомість Росія має можливість 
зводити нанівець будь-які спроби Заходу стабілізувати українську 
економіку, - пише Волкер. "Стратегічна проблема Заходу полягає у 
тому, що економічне розхитування (economic impairment) Києва 
обходиться Росії дешевше, ніж Європі та США – його підтримка. Росія 
має військові, політичні, економічні та енергетичні важелі впливу 
(leverage) на Україну". Волкер відзначає, що найближчий час поставить 
Захід, Україну та Росію перед серією викликів. 
Для України головним викликом (major challenge) стане криза в 
економіці – аж до дефолту у найближчі місяці – на фоні протистояння з 
Росією. "Політично, головне питання для України у тому, чи вирішать 
українці, що економічний спад це прийнятна ціна за те, щоб захистити 
країну від сепаратистів та Росії. Якщо українці з цим не погодяться, то 
їм треба буде вирішити, кого вони вважають винним у більшій мірі: 
Порошенка, уряд, усю політичну еліту, олігархів, МВФ, ЄС, США, чи 
Росію", – пише автор. 
Європейці - вважає автор – межі больового порогу (threshold of 
pain limit) вже досягли. "Європа потерпає з 2008-го року, економіки 
деяких країн пройшли через те, що США пережили під час Великої 
Депресії, і немає жодного сумніву, що там досягнули больового порогу. 
Питання у тому, кого звинуватять виборці: національний уряд, вади 
власних країн, Євро, ЄС взагалі, чи санкції проти Росії". 
США – на думку Волкера – мають перевагу, бо увійшли у період 
економічного зростання, не залежать від Росії економічно та мають 
значний вплив на міжнародну фінансову систему. Викликом для 
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Америки – в українській кризі – є той факт, що Вашингтон 
переймається величезною кількістю викликів на міжнародній арені, і не 
може дозволити собі витрати на НАТО на рівні часів Холодної війни. 
На боці Путіна – пише експерт – піднесення (raising of) російського 
суспільства, яке схоже мириться (tolerate) із втратами через санкції і 
підтримує агресію проти України. Втім час може грати проти Кремля. "У 
Росії, больовий порог суспільства може виявитись високим, що дозволить 
Путіну і далі пожинати плоди (to reap the fruits of) анексії Криму та 
демонструвати світу важливість Росії. З іншого боку, тривале падіння 
може примусити виборців, рано чи пізно, звинувачувати Путіна та його 
політику у падіння рівня життя, та постійній ворожості до Росії її найбільш 
важливого слов'янського сусіда.  
Всі ці фактори, створюють передумови для пошуку варіантів 
припинення протистояння – вважає експерт. "Якщо насильство не 
поширюватиметься на нові території, реалісти в усіх таборах з часом – 
можливо цієї зими, можливо наступного року, чи ще пізніше – дійдуть 
висновку, що краще говорити ніж битись, і шукатимуть варіантів 
досягнути домовленість, яка зробить військове протистояння менш 
небезпечним, а економічну війни – менш витратною", – прогнозує експерт.  
За матеріалами інтернет-видання «Голос Америки» 
 
Ex. 14. Scan the text (Ex. 15) to find English equivalents for the Ukrainian 
words and word combinations given in a box: 
 
1. окреслювати пріоритети 11. посередник 
2. повномасштабна участь 12. непостійний член 
3. товаровиробники 13.виступати за 
4.розвивати взаємовигідні 
стосунки 
14. миротворчий контингент 
5. європейські прагнення 15. підвищувати ефективність 
6. вітати європейський вибір 16. непохитне слідування 
7. органи виконавчої гілки влади 17. боротися з ксенофобією та 
расовою нетерпимістю 
8.спеціальні завдання для 
міністерств 
18.покращувати загальний клімат 
довіри 
9. миротворчі зусилля 19. поступовий рух до європейської 
інтеграції 
10. вирішення тупикових 
конфліктів 
20. добиватися поставлених цілей 
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Ex. 15. Translate the following text at sight. Make up a summary of the 
text in English: 
 
Ukraine's Foreign Policy 
The principal provisions on the Ukrainian foreign policy are legalized 
by both the Constitution of Ukraine and Laws in force. The Verkhovna Rada 
has adopted a resolution, The Basic Directions of Ukraine's Foreign Policy, 
which is a basic documents outlining priorities for the Ukrainian state in its 
activities in the international arena, and the law of Ukraine, On Ukraine‘s 
International Agreements.  
Ukraine takes active part in all the processes taking place in both 
Europe and the world. Ukraine‘s major task is to revive its European identity 
that means in the first place the priority of its integration into European 
structures, in particular, the European Union, in strengthening of European 
and Atlantic partnership, and active participation in regional initiatives and 
mechanisms of cooperation.  
Ukraine‘s full-scale participation in European integration processes 
make it necessary for it to gain membership in the World Trade Organization 
(WTO), which is also bound up with gaining broader access to world 
markets and improving people‘s lives. Ukrainian commodity producers have 
much to offer to the world market.  
Ukraine‘s Europe-oriented foreign policy does not restrict development 
of bilateral collaboration. Of great importance is the cooperation with 
Ukraine's strategic partners: the USA, Russian Federation, Poland, 
Azerbaijan, and Uzbekistan. Ukraine will continue to develop equal and 
mutually beneficial bilateral relations with neighboring and other states, in 
particular, with those of the Middle East, Central and South Asia, and the 
Asian-Pacific region on the basis of partnership and openness.  
Ukraine‟s Integration into European Structures 
The resolution, Basic Directions of Ukraine's Foreign Policy, clearly 
makes Ukraine's membership in the European communities a priority goal of 
its foreign policy.  
Today, the basis for bilateral relations between Ukraine and the 
European Union is laid in the Agreement on Partnership and Cooperation 
and the Joint EU Ukrainian Strategy, in which the EU recognizes Ukraine's 
Europe oriented aspirations and welcomes its European choice. The joint 
strategy provides a powerful impulse of political support for Ukraine, favors 
faster internal transformations within Ukraine and is an important tool 
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which, alongside the partnership and other agreements, strengthens the 
strategic partnership between Ukraine and the EU.  
In turn, Ukraine has adopted internal conceptual documents aimed at 
safeguarding its European choice. Among them is the Strategy of Ukraine's 
Integration into EU, which outlines the major priorities for activities of the 
Ukrainian executive branch bodies until the year 2007. The Program of 
Ukraine‘s EU Integration is a practical guide formulating specific 
assignments for the Ukrainian ministries and departments so that the Strategy 
is implemented.  
Economic cooperation is an important component in the relations 
between Ukraine and EU. Nowadays, Ukraine has signed a Cooperation 
Declaration with the countries, which are members of the European Free 
Trade Association, opening to Ukraine access to the European economic 
space. 
 Ukraine and its Significance in Maintaining Stability and Security on 
the European Continent 
Ukraine takes into account its European priority in constructing its 
security policy. Ukraine is a participant in the process of erecting a new 
architecture for the European security and actively supports the position that 
the emergence of new division of Europe, be it iron or paper, cannot be 
permitted.  
Ukraine is taking active part in peacemaking efforts, especially in 
settling stalemated conflicts. Being involved in regulating peace in the 
Balkans (Croatia, Bosnia-Herzegovina, and Kosovo), functioning as an 
intermediary in settling the situation in Transnistria (Moldova), or playing a 
positive role in settling the conflict in Abkhazia (Georgia), Ukraine is 
demonstrating that it can be a real contributor to security in Europe. In this 
context, our nation's collaboration with UN, OSCE, Council of Europe, 
NATO, and within GUUAM (Georgia-Ukraine-Uzbekistan-Azerbaijan-
Moldova) is of great importance. 
Ukraine and the UN 
Ukraine was among the UN‘s founders and has contributed much to 
giving birth to this world international organization. As a UN member, 
Ukraine has been elected a non-permanent member of the UN Security 
Council three times (1948-1949, 1984-1985, 2000-2001) and a member of 
the UN Economic and Social Council four times (most recently in 1993-
1995). Ukraine's representatives have been repeatedly elected to executive 
positions in the major committees of the General Assembly sessions, 
particularly, to chair the UN General Assembly at the 52nd session in 1997.  
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Today, Ukraine is active in reforming the UN. Our state stands for 
making the Security Council's methods more transparent and has advanced 
and supports an increased UN Security Council staff by introducing more 
permanent and non-permanent members while focusing on the adequate 
representation of the East European regional group within the UN.  
Confirming its peace-loving policy by definite actions, Ukraine decided 
to send peacemaking contingents as part of the UN missions to Lebanon and 
Congo.  
Ukraine and OSCE 
Ukraine is taking an active part in discussing and settling all urgent 
issues of international security, and cooperation within the OSCE region, in 
particular, in developing an architecture of general European security and the 
strengthening stability, following a need to enhance the role and 
effectiveness of the OSCE in safeguarding security within the region in 
terms of political, military, human, economic, ecological, and other spheres, 
and to enhance OSCE's preventive and peacemaking potential.  
Today's cooperation of Ukraine with the OSCE is an example to be 
followed by other countries. It is this cooperation in supporting the rights of 
national minorities in terms of OSCE's efforts in Ukraine that became the 
organization‘s first success in implementing its mission‘s goals and 
completely carrying out its mandate. 
Ukraine and the Council of Europe 
Ukraine‘s participation in the Council of Europe is evidence of its 
steadfast adherence to its European choice and to the commonly recognized 
principles of pluralistic democracy, the rule of law, and commitment to basic 
human rights and liberties. As an organic part of the European cultural 
originality, Ukraine promotes its development on its side. Ukraine is taking 
active part in helping the Council of Europe address social problems, in 
particular, in support of the rights of national minorities, combating 
xenophobia and racial intolerance, environmental protection, the 
maintenance of biological ethics, as well as controlling AIDS and drug 
abuse.  
Ukraine is a participant of a series of conventions by the Council of 
Europe, in particular, the European Cultural Convention, European 
Framework Convention on Cross-Border Cooperation among territorial 
communities or authorities, European Convention on Information about 
Foreign Legislation, six crime control conventions, and Framework 
Convention on Protecting National Minorities.  
Ukraine and NATO 
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Collaboration with NATO, which has already been underway for six 
years, is based on Ukraine‘s national interests and is determined by the role 
the alliance plays in maintaining international peace, stability, security, 
bettering the overall climate of confidence in the European-Atlantic region, 
and establishing a new regional security system in Europe. This cooperation 
was legalized by the Charter of Special Partnership signed in 1997 and the 
Individual Partnership Program within the Partnership for Peace Program.  
Ukraine is closely involved in a great many actions taken in 
combination with NATO member and partner countries to address political, 
military, technical, scientific, economical, ecological, and civil emergency 
issues.  
Today Ukraine actively cooperates with NATO within the 19+1 format 
to further develop mutual relations, improve mutual understanding and 
compatibility, implement joint efforts and collaboration for stronger peace 
and stability in Europe, increase trust, and assert European democratic and 
legal standards to the benefit of the new united European commonwealth. 
Ukraine‟s Participation in Regional Cooperation 
An important component in Ukrainian foreign policy is arranging 
regional forms of cooperation. The purposeful putting forward of Ukrainian 
interests within the efforts of regional groupings makes possible step-by-step 
movement toward European integration and helps draw Ukraine into broad 
participation in the political and economical processes which take place in 
East Central and Southeast Europe.  
Ukrainian diplomacy ensures sound and effective participation in 
regional instruments of cooperation, especially within the frameworks of the 
Central-European Initiative, Black Sea Organization for Economic 
Cooperation, and Council of Baltic Sea States. Participation in these 
associations should promote the development of multilateral interactions 
with the member states and positively influence the advance of Ukraine 
along the road of market reforms.  
A promising form of regional cooperation stems from the consultative 
forum of five states -- Georgia, Ukraine, Uzbekistan, Azerbaijan, and 
Moldova (GUUAM) -- which was created as a result of the active 
development of the multilateral cooperation among these countries. The 
harmony of their positions in most issues of international cooperation and a 
strategy for further development makes possible a productive coordination of 
efforts intended to attain stated goals by combined action.  
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Ukraine actively participates in implementing the Pact on Stability in 
Southeast Europe, thus favoring the post-conflict rehabilitation of the 
countries, which suffered from the Kosovo crisis. 
 
Ex. 16. Team work. Divide the following text into equal parts (four or five). 
Each part is for one team consisting of 2 (3) students. The task is to render 
the following article into English using active vocabulary. There should be 
some time limit established (20-30 m) after expiring of which the group 
with the best grammatical and stylistic  translation will be determined: 
 
Як Україна стала причиною розпаду міжнародної системи 
Після анексії Криму Росією світова історія та система 
міжнародних відносин чітко поділилась на два часові проміжки: до 
березня 2014 року і після. Необхідно нагадати, що система 
міжнародних відносин, в якій ми жили до березня 2014 року була 
сформована у1945 році, одразу ж після завершення Другої світової 
війни і виявилась досить таки дієвою. Була утворена ООН, яка 
підтримувала світовий порядок, керуючись тими законами, які й 
створили засновники цієї організації. Ми можемо довго дискутувати, 
наскільки ці конвенції і рішення були справедливими. Також можна 
дуже довго дискутувати про те, чи виправдовує себе Рада Безпеки ООН 
і чому в неї входять ті, а не інші держави. Але мусимо погодитись з 
тим, що ООН створила певну систему правил для усіх держав. 
Звичайно ж часто ті чи інші країни намагались обійти ці правила, і 
часом дуже успішно це робили, але формально правила ніхто не 
порушував і це влаштовувало фактично усіх, бо краще хоч якісь 
правила, ніж анархія. Саме таким нам запам‘ятається період з 1945 року 
до березня 2014 року. 
У березні 2014 року Росія анексувала частину території іншої 
держави, чого ніхто не робив з 1930-1940-их років, і таким чином 
зруйнувала усю міжнародну систему. Слід зауважити, що Російська 
Федерація воювала весь час свого існування, але ще жодного разу не 
анексувала чужу територію. Можновладці Кремля придумували різні 
утворення типу Придністров‘я, Південної Осетії і Абхазії, які подавали 
світові як незалежні держави, хоча де-факто ці території ставали 
частиною Росії і керували ними з Москви. Проте саме це «де-факто» 
усіх задовольняло, адже для міжнародної спільноти було важливо, щоб 
формально ніхто не порушував встановлені правила. Сьогодні уже не 
важливо планував Владімір Путін давно захопити Крим чи зробив це 
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спонтанно, важливо, що він зруйнував усю міжнародну систему, 
вимагаючи більшого для себе і Росії. Проблема Путіна полягала у тому, 
що він сам повірив своїй пропаганді і вирішив, що Росія є 
наддержавою. 
 
Справа у тому, що поняття наддержави включає в себе низку певних 
критеріїв. До прикладу, у XVI столітті наддержавами можна було 
вважати усіх, хто мав потужний флот і міг дозволити собі заселяти 
Північну і Південну Америки. До початку Другої Світової такими 
державами були ті, хто мав колонії, а в ХХ столітті наддержавами 
вважалися ядерні держави. Проте у ХХІ столітті мало мати флот, вплив 
на інші держави і ядерну зброю щоб вважатися наддержавою, 
необхідно мати ще й надзвичайно потужну економіку, яка би була 
максимально стійка до економічних криз. Чи можна вважати 
наддержавою країну, економіка якої залежить виключно від ціни не 
енергоносії? За мірками ХХ століття Росія є наддержавою, але не за 
мірками століття ХХІ. Проте усі росіяни досі живуть великим минулим, 
коли  «деды воевали», «Америка нас боялась» і т.д. Таким минулим, 
схоже, жив і сам Путін, адже, щоб кинути виклик усім, заявивши, що 
тепер ми будемо жити по нових правилах, необхідно мати достатньо 
сили і бути максимально спроможним переконати, або змусити усіх 
жити за своїми законами.  
Достеменно невідомо, чи російський президент справді настільки 
повірив у себе, що вирішив змінити світ, чи просто не зрозумів, якими 
будуть наслідки, але світ він таки змінив, хоча, мабуть, не так, як йому 
би цього хотілося. Увесь період з 1945 до 2014 рр. значна більшість 
держав жила у зоні комфорту, усі знали, де закінчується їхня територія і 
знали, що ніхто не посягне на їхню територіальну цілісність. А коли 
Росія анексувала Крим і зруйнувала цю зону комфорту для всіх інших, 
то автоматично перетворилась з мисливця, на жертву. Інші держави 
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захотіли не просто повернутися у цю зону комфорту, але й вирішити усі 
наболілі питання, які мали до Російської Федерації. 
Захід дуже довго вагався перед тим як вводити санкції проти Росії, 
і питання не тільки в економічній вигоді. З введенням санкцій постало 
питання про існування найбільшої держави світу. Росія наступає на 
граблі СРСР, фактично йде повторення давно забутого сценарію. Тоді 
СРСР вводив війська в країни постсоціалістичного табору, а тепер Росія 
– у країни пострадянського, щоб надалі залишатись у «клубі 
найвпливовіших держав». 
Економіка Росії, як і колись, потерпає від санкцій та витрат на 
війни і озброєння. Путін забороняє продукти з Європи, як свого часу 
забороняли американські джинси, і зомбує населення, розповідаючи, 
що їхня держава прямує у щасливе майбутнє, а всі інші їм заздрять, 
 «Америка загниває»  і тільки в Росії жити добре. Проте цілком 
ймовірно, що кінець буде таким же невтішним для Москви, як і в 1991 
році. Уже зараз Путін зіткнувся з маршами за федералізацію Сибіру. 
Сепаратистські настрої ростуть в Калініграді. Зі спустошенням казни 
про відокремлення незабаром заговорить Чечня та інші адміністративні 
одиниці.   
Уже зараз ми можемо спостерігати завзяття японців, які зроблять 
усе можливе, аби повернути собі Курильські острови, і охоче вводять 
санкції проти Росії. Китай нагадує пітона, який ствердно мовчить, 
дозволяючи Росії залізти у ще глибшу яму, щоб згодом відірвати шмат 
Сибіру. Користуючись ослабленням Росії, Молдова офіційно вимагає 
від Кремля забрати війська з Придністров‘я, яке вважає своєю 
територією. Також в Росії відкривається Карабхський «фронт». 
Міністерство оборони Азербайджану заявляє, що Збройні сили 
Азербайджану готові виконати наказ – зрівняти з землею столицю 
Вірменії Єреван ракетами, спрямованими на це місто», – говориться в 
заяві, яку оприлюднив азербайджанський телеканалом ANS. Ситуація 
щодо Нагірного Карабаху, яку Азербайджан вважає окупованою 
Вірменією  територією почала загострюватись кілька днів тому. Слід 
нагадати, що Вірменія є союзником Росії і саме за її сприяння 
окупувала Карабах. Також Вірменія готується до вступу у Митний 
союз. 
Отже, ми можемо спостерігати повільний крах Росії. Адже санкції, 
які країни Заходу ввели проти Російської Федерації не дають миттєвого 
результату, а розраховані на повільне банкрутство.Безперечно Путін 
змінив світ – уже зараз можна впевнено говорити про недолугість 
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існування Ради безпеки у такому форматі, як сьогодні, адже цей орган 
зараз не може прийняти жодного рішення, а з послабленням Росії, її 
членство у Раді безпеки взагалі втратить сенс.  
Березень 2014 року назавжди змінив обличчя світу. Крим став 
причиною глобальних трансформацій на міжнародній арені. Звичайно, 
ми не можемо зі 100%-ю впевненістю передбачити крах Російської 
Федерації, але уже сьогодні можна стверджувати, що сильній Росії 
настав кінець. І причиною цих подій став український народ, якого 
Путін явно недооцінив. 
 Максим Детинченко  
 
Ex. 17. Translate the following text in writing: 
The Guardian view on subversion in Ukraine and its impact on the 
international system 
As the G20 meets in Australia, the collateral damage from the Ukraine crisis 
affects both trade and nuclear weapons security 
A Ukrainian volunteer 
fighter stands guard in the village of Peski near Donetsk, eastern Ukraine, 11 
November 2014.  
 
The poison injected into international life by Russia‘s intervention in 
Ukraine spreads apace. When Russia joined the G8 and the G20 in the late 
90s, the idea was to integrate Moscow into the collaborative systems linking 
advanced states, an integration expected to be as political as it was economic. 
Now these encounters are more likely to be the scene of confrontation than 
of cooperation. This weekend‘s G20 summit in Australia could well be 
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dominated by Ukraine, with the less engaged powers standing by bemusedly 
as the Europeans, the Americans and the Russians trade accusations and 
counter-accusations. 
They were already exchanging the opening shots before the meeting 
began. David Cameron warned of increased sanctions in Brisbane on Friday, 
while President Vladimir Putin, speaking in Moscow before leaving for the 
summit, said the United States, by imposing sanctions on Russia, was 
―crudely violating‖ the principles of the trade institutions it played a leading 
part in creating. Russia, he added, could weather sanctions, which would hurt 
those who imposed them as much as they did Russia. 
The way Mr Putin discusses these matters is as if Russia were quietly 
minding its own business when it was suddenly subject to unprovoked acts 
of economic warfare. He and his foreign minister, Sergei Lavrov, are masters 
of the art of feigned innocence. They intersperse bouts of the most brazen 
lying with periods in which they appear open to reason. They send in the 
troops, then pull them out. They endorse agreements, then renege on them. 
That is why the war in Ukraine has not gone away. Sustained by 
Russian troops on the ground and by Russian lies in the media, it follows 
what is now a familiar and deadly script. First there are incursions by 
Russian forces, going into Ukraine to reinforce the rebels there and assist 
them in consolidating or extending the territories they control. Then there is 
fighting. Sometimes the Ukrainians gain the upper hand, in which case the 
Russians send in more troops to redress the balance. Then comes a sort of 
diplomatic patching up, the latest version of which was the Minsk accord of 
early September. The Ukrainians are so desperate for any respite and the 
Europeans are so anxious to believe that there is, there could be, or at least 
that there should be, a chance of a settlement that they go along with it. 
Then the violations begin, and then they get worse, which, according to 
the Ukrainians, the Organisation for Security and Co-operation in Europe, 
and now Nato, is what has been happening in recent weeks as Russian 
columns move once more into the country. The motive can be guessed at: the 
rebel zones don‘t make much economic or political sense, nor does a Crimea 
reachable only by ferry. The idea may be to carve out something more 
―logical‖. 
No doubt the Ukrainians also violated the ceasefire, as well as 
responding to rebel moves. But an end to the fighting would have been so 
overwhelmingly to Ukraine‘s advantage, even if areas remained under rebel 
control, that it is simply not believable that they were the main instigators. 
The plain truth is that Russia will not let Ukraine go. It is waging a hybrid 
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war, part conventional but deniable (at least by Russian standards), and one 
camouflaged by a huge campaign of disinformation, in Russia itself, in 
Ukraine, and in the rest of the world. Sanctions are the only available 
response. They will have to be maintained and very possibly increased, and 
the same goes for economic aid to Ukraine. 
The Russians might withdraw the forces they have sent in. They have 
done that before, but unfortunately this has never been the end of the story. 
Indeed, that story could be a long and damaging one for both sides. The 
latest collateral damage is to the programme to ensure the security of nuclear 
materials in Russia, one on which the United States and Russia have 
collaborated for 20 years. It was based on a common understanding that such 
materials were too widely dispersed and therefore vulnerable to seizure by 
terrorists. That remains true, but now the Russians have announced that they 
foresee no new joint projects in Russia. As with so many other areas in 
relations with Russia, the problem is not over, but the era of co-operation 
unfortunately is. 
The Guardian, Saturday 15 November 2014  
Ex. 18. Read the following article and define whether the statements given 
below are true (T) or false (F). Give your arguments: 
1. The annexation of Crimea will lead to the consolidation of the Russian 
Federation and relaxion of the internal political, social and economic 
tensions. 
2. Russia is trying to restore its spheres of influence in the terms of basic 
foundation principle of the European order. 
3. The International Law remains the predominant legal instrument on 
the international scene for all states. 
4. All the world countries share the unanimous position as to the events in 
eastern Ukraine and Russia‟s part in them. 
5. The war crisis in Ukraine has contributed to the end of the sanctions 
for Middle East adversaries. 
6. European strateging to reduce energy dependence will trigger 
European countries to search the alternative sources of energy. 
7. Despite blatant violating acts some Asian countries keep backing V. 
Putin‟s regime and his policy. 
8. Most Asian countries care for their own sacred sovereignty.  
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Ten global consequences of the Ukraine crisis 
Russian actions – and Western responses to them – will not lead to the 
unwinding of the current international order, but they could accelerate the 
process. For the last few decades, Western powers have benefited from an 
international architecture they designed and policed. Although rising powers 
such as Brazil, China, and India have not overturned these post–war 
institutions, they are uncomfortable with the way the West has used global 
institutions to pursue its own interests and are increasingly ―routing around‖ 
global institutions by creating bilateral arrangements while caucusing within 
them to hollow out the liberal bias of their rules and regulations. If the West 
now tries to use these institutions to act not just against Iran and North Korea 
but against Russia – a permanent member of the United Nations Security 
Council – it may find that it encourages revisionism rather than deterring it. 
―The world will never be the same again‖, said European Council 
President Herman van Rompuy after Crimea, conjuring up a geopolitical 
awakening at the heart of the EU. So far the crisis has been contained to 
Ukraine rather than spilling over across the post-Soviet space or bringing the 
global economy to its knees. What will the longer-term global consequences 
of the Ukraine crisis be? That is the question that we have tried to answer by 
drawing on the expertise of all ECFR‘s programmes, compiling here 10 of 
the striking effects. 
Our findings are framed by a bigger story about global order that 
predates the crisis in Ukraine. Since the end of the Cold War, the world has 
benefited from two orders: an American-led security order that ensured a 
balance of power in every region, and a European-led legal order that sought 
to write rules for our interdependent world – in everything from free trade 
and climate emissions to financial transactions and genocide. The backdrop 
to the Ukraine crisis is the fraying of the American-led security order as non-
Western powers rise and the US recalibrates its foreign policy after a decade 
of war. Increasingly, the West seems to be trying to compensate for its lack 
of willingness to use military power by ―weaponising‖ the international legal 
order – that is, using financial sanctions, asset freezes, and international law 
to shape the choices of revisionist powers. 
Wider Europe 
 1   Raising the stakes in Russia. In the future, the annexation of 
Crimea may look like a watershed moment for Russia itself. It has 
dramatically intensified the internal political and economic strains that 
Putin‘s authoritarian regime was already facing and thus created a domestic 
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pressure cooker, which may relatively quickly spawn either fully-fledged 
authoritarianism or the collapse of the regime – the exact contours of the 
outcome remain anyone's guess for now. 
 2  An open challenge to the European Order. By annexing Crimea 
and intervening in Ukraine, Russia has raised fundamental questions about 
the principles of the European order. Russia was always against the principle 
that countries are free to choose their alliances and has consistently, though 
often covertly, tried to derail NATO enlargement into its neighbourhood. But 
Putin is now challenging these principles explicitly. Russia wants to both 
restore and re-legitimise spheres of influence as an organising principle of 
European order. This is a direct challenge to Europe and the West as a 
whole: although some countries might be willing to accept implicitly 
Russia's view of European order, none can afford to do so explicitly. But it 
seems even less likely than before that Russia will accept the Western-led 
order. 
International law 
 3  Contest for international norms. We face a contested international 
normative terrain. Russia's actions under Putin represent a two-pronged 
attack on Western ideas of international order. First, Putin challenges the 
principled basis of Western policy, asserting that the US and Europe only 
pretend to respect international law but in fact are happy to act outside it 
when their interests are at stake. He cites Kosovo, Iraq, and Libya as 
evidence. Secondly, he presents an essentially illiberal vision of world order 
that he claims to be more realistic, based on spheres of influence, opposition 
to popular empowerment and favouring one's own national or linguistic 
group – in each respect a direct opposite of Western ideas of liberal order. 
 4  The West loses the Rest. Despite the fact that Russia‘s use of force 
to annex territory set a precedent that threatens widespread disorder, the 
world has not taken the West's side. The large number of abstentions in the 
UN General Assembly vote shows that many countries see this as a struggle 
between power blocs rather than as a fundamental question of international 
order and do not accept the West's self-identification as the guardian of 
liberal order. The ―Rest‖ – that is, non-Western countries – have found some 
of the actions cited by Putin troubling and do not separate their views of 
Western-backed liberal order from their conviction that the West enjoys an 
unjustified position of privilege in the international system. We should reject 
any equivalence between controversial Western actions and Russian action 
in Ukraine, but we also need to revisit and strengthen the international 
foundations of the liberal vision. 
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Middle East & North Africa 
5   The beginning of the end of sanctions. The West's Middle East 
adversaries have been at the sharpest end of the impact of punitive US-led 
economic sanctions – from Libya and Iraq and more recently Iran, which 
continue to this day. The Ukraine crisis could mark the beginning of the 
denouement of economic sanctions as the preferred instrument of 
contemporary US coercive power. Going after Russia, the world's 9
th
 largest 
economy, may represent the kind of overreach in economic coercion that the 
Iraq war demonstrated in the military arena. Expect some acceleration of 
efforts by an "alliance of the threatened" to develop circumvention options 
(bank and payment systems, reserve currencies) to insulate themselves from 
the US Treasury‘s Office of Foreign Assets Control. This will have 
implications for the Middle East and far beyond. And Europe too might want 
to question the desirability of being so exposed to the predilections of the US 
treasury – as the current predicament of BNP Paribas indicates. 
6  Looking to MENA for energy.Any European strategy to reduce 
energy dependence on Russia will inevitably turn its attention to the Middle 
East. Alongside existing sources in Algeria and the states of the Gulf 
Cooperation Council, the Ukraine crisis could make the sanctioned Iranian 
energy market look ever more attractive – encouraging Russia-Iranian 
competition as opposed to cooperation. Or Europe might refocus attention on 
Libya and to bringing its potential 1.6 million barrels per day back online, or 
see new opportunities in the Kurdish or other regions of Iraq especially given 
new pipeline options via Turkey. The prospects for a serious Middle East 
energy pivot may prove as elusive as they are tantalising, but they should be 
on Europe‘s radar. 
Asia & China 
7  Asian countries are competing to woo Putin. As tensions increase 
in Asia, many countries in the region are trying to strengthen their strategic 
relationships with external powers – and despite its actions in Ukraine, even 
Western allies in Asia have continued to woo Putin‘s Russia. For example, 
Japanese Prime Minister Shinzo Abe has opened up to Russia because he is 
seeking a territorial settlement over the four islands that both Tokyo and 
Beijing claim, and wants to keep Russia from joining China‘s side. Similarly, 
South Korea is engaging to get Moscow‘s cooperation with North Korea. By 
comparison, Europeans do not have in Asia the leverage that would allow 
them to enlist Asian countries‘ full cooperation on issues such as Crimea and 
Ukraine. 
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8  Asia hates western intervention even more than self-
determination.Given that many Asian countries worry about their own 
secessionist regions, you would think that they would oppose Russia‘s 
annexation of Crimea. But the Ukraine crisis illustrates how they worry even 
more about Western intervention. Given the choice between self-
determination and holding sovereignty sacred, Asia mostly chooses the 
latter. Even India, which should worry about any referendum on secession 
because of the Kashmir issue, and especially China, which sees a chance of 
enlisting Russia in its own territorial gambits.  
European Union 
 9  European unity in escalation.In the past, relations with Russia 
were the most divisive issue in European foreign policy. But the EU has 
maintained cohesion in responding to Putin‘s aggression with limited 
sanctions, political and economic support for the new Ukrainian leadership, 
and the maintenance of diplomatic channels with Russia. Poland and the 
Baltic states wanted a bolder response but compromised in the name of 
European unity. The recent decision of the Bulgarian government to suspend 
the construction of South Stream shows that the European Commission‘s 
pressure is working. And Europe still possesses its weapon of mass 
destruction which gives it a leverage on Russia: access to its financial sector. 
The EU has to work on how to fine tune this weapon and use it as a 
deterrence. 
10 The risk of disunity with de-escalation.However, the crisis has 
also showed that this unity, as much as it is valuable, has been fragile and 
lacking leadership. Most notably, neither the Weimar Triangle, nor the 
Visegrad Group – two formats which could provide stronger impulses for 
both crisis management and long term strategy towards EaP countries and 
Russia – have  been efficient. Sure, many countries previously most engaged 
in the EU Eastern policy (Poland, Germany, Slovakia, Czech republic, 
Hungary) have managed to agree on relatively low-common-denominator 
reactions to the ongoing developments in Ukraine. But they remain divided 
on the long term issues that will determine EU policy in the future: most 
notably a possible energy union and the lessons learned from the failure of 
the Vilnius summit. Competing readings of the mistakes made by the EU in 
its policy towards Eastern partners (―bad communication of this policy to 
Russia‖ versus ―insufficient offer to Ukraine‖) may make the current 
consensus difficult to sustain. 
Anthony Dworkin & Daniel Levy & François Godement & Kadri Liik & Mark Leonard & Piotr Buras  
16th June, 2014  
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News in Brief 
 Render the following short news into English: 
 
 
Порошенко в розмові з Меркель відзначив важливість 
розміщення в Україні миротворців як місії ЄС Президент 
України Петро Порошенко в телефонній розмові з 
федеральним канцлером Німеччини Ангелою Меркель 
наголосив на важливості координації зусиль для 
розміщення миротворців в Україні. Президент наголосив, 
що Україна зацікавлена, щоб такий контингент був 
сформований як місія ЄС. Порошенко та Меркель також 
обговорили стан виконання Мінських домовленостей.  
 
МВФ обіцяє, що новий кредит принесе Україні "стрімку 
стабілізацію" 
"Пакет у 40 мільярдів доларів достатній для стабілізації 
ситуації. Але, якщо ми бажаємо розвиватися, відбудовувати 
Донбас, коли ми матимемо змогу потрапити на наші 
території, нам потрібно щось більше за нинішню 
підтримку", - каже міністр фінансів України Наталія 
Яресько. Вона зазначила, що в подальшому реформуючи 




Міжпарламентський комітет асоціації між Україною та 
Європейським Союзом закликав Європейську комісію 
надати Україні перспективи членства у Євросоюзі. Про це 
йдеться у звернення комітету, про результати 
інавгураційного засідання якого повідомили голова 
української частини комітету асоціації "Україна-ЄС" Остап 
Семерак та голова неформальної групи друзів "Україна – 
ЄС" Іванна Климпуш-Цинцадзе. 
 
 Сергєєв: питання миротворців може бути вирішено через 
півроку 
 
Питання введення миротворчого контингенту ООН на 
Донбас може бути вирішено не раніше, ніж через півроку. 
Про це заявив постійний представник України при ООН 
Юрій Сергєєв в ефірі телеканалу "Україна". "Ми маємо 
право в рамках Статуту ООН, і конкретно статті 51 Статуту 
ООН, самі звернутися до будь-якій країни або групи країн з 
тим, щоб надати нам допомогу", - розповів Сергєєв. 
 
 
Європарламент допоможе ВР посилити відкритість процесу 
ухвалення рішень  
Голова Верховної Ради Володимир Гройсман на зустрічі з 
президентом Європарламенту Мартіном Шульцом 24 
лютого погодив основні пункти двосторонньої співпраці. За 
його словами, одним із головних напрямів діяльності 





"Крим – це Україна, як не крути": стартувала інформаційна 
кампанія проти окупації півострова 
 
До річниці окупації Криму Росією стартувала кампанія 
"Крим – це Україна", яка триватиме до кінця березня. Про 
це повідомила голова правління Центру інформації про 
права людини Тетяна Печончик. "Ми проводимо цю 
кампанію для того, щоб наблизити той день, коли Крим 
повернеться до України і стане частиною України не лише 
де-юре, але й де-факто", - сказала Печончик. 
 
 
Україна уклала договір про військово-технічне 
співробітництво з ОАЕ - Порошенко 
 
Президент України Петро Порошенко називає успішним 
свій робочий візит до ОАЕ та відзначає важливість 
проведених переговорів та контрактів, які підписали 
українські підприємства. "Ми значно розширили 
номенклатуру нашої співпраці. Ми уклали та визначили 
терміни постачання для українських Збройних сил 
необхідних оборонних засобів", - сказав Порошенко. 
 
Die Welt. Україна несе на собі частину провини за свою 
скруту  
За останні 25 років Україні так і не вдалося здійснити 
демократичні перетворення. Старі еліти дотримувалися 
старої моделі. Тепер прикриваються війною з Путіним. 
Україна мусить якомога швидше почати робити геть усе для 
того, щоб стати правовою державою з розділеними гілками 
влади, зазначає коментатор німецької газети у статті, 
присвячені річниці Майдану. 
 
Колишній генсек НАТО назвав помилкою відмову України 
від ядерної зброї 
 
Ідея ядерного роззброєння не виправдала себе, що особливо 
видно на прикладі України. Про це у статті, опублікованій в 
газеті Herald Scotland, заявив колишній генеральний 
секретар НАТО лорд Джордж Робертсон. Лорд Робертсон 
полемізує з прихильниками Шотландської національної 
партії, що виступають за відмову від британських сил 











Topics for Discussion 
  
1. Give the definition of the foreign policy of Ukraine and its principal 
constituents. 
2. What are the main prerogatives of the Ukrainian foreign policy at 
present? Will you compare them to those of two decades ago? 
3. What kind of relations with the neighbouring countries is Ukraine 
involved into? What should be done to improve the situation? 
4. What International organizations is Ukraine member of? What sort of 
support and benefits does our state get from them? Are they of great 
use? 
5. What are the main objectives of OSCE mission in Ukraine?   
6. What are the basic scenarios of conflict settlement in the eatern 
regions o Ukraine? Give your reasons (pros and cons) for ―peaceful‖ 
and ―military‖ solution. 
7. What is the administrative status of the Crimean Autonomous 
Republic currently? How is it recognized on the international arena? 
8.  Ukraine has had tight ties with the Russian Federation in the 
industrial sector for a long time. At present this collaboration has been 
hindered in many ways. What are Ukraine‘s ―cooperation‖ 
alternatives with other counries of the world? 
9. What impact have the recent events in Ukraine had on the world 
order in general and power zones division in particular? 
10. Compare the state regimes in Ukraine, the Russian Federation, 




1. Presenting Speech at the UN Security Council. In your 5-minute 
report describe the current political situation in Ukraine and call other 
member-states for certain actions aiming at its improvement. What 
valid arguments can be given to make other states assist Ukraine? 
2. As a Minister of Foreign Affairs speak on the prospects of Ukraine‟s 
joining the European Union and its effects for the country. Give 







Articles for Comprehensive Reading 
 
Tasks. Read the articles given. Make up a list of unknown words and expressions for 
each article. Write down a detailed content plan conveying the main ideas of the article. 
Be ready to give the translation of any suggested passage: 
Putin’s D-Day date with the west 
A lull in tensions in eastern Ukraine is deceptive. Exchanges of gunfire, artillery 
barrages and even air strikes punctuate daily life in parts of eastern Ukraine as the 
nation‘s armed forces battle a pro-Russian, separatist insurrection. According to the 
government in Kiev, 181 people, including 59 servicemen, have been killed since unrest 
broke out in April; 293 have been wounded and 220 kidnapped. The rising casualty toll, 
the uninterrupted violence and Russia‘s refusal to rein in the insurgents, or to 
acknowledge its role in stirring them up, should dispel any complacency in western 
capitals that Ukraine‘s successfully held May 25 presidential election has eased the 
crisis. 
True, the worst-case scenario of a Russian invasion and full-scale civil war has 
not materialised. Vladimir Putin, Russia‘s president, has pulled back some of the tens of 
thousands of troops massed on Ukraine‘s borders. The Kremlin has indicated it will 
respect Petro Poroshenko‘s election as Ukraine‘s president. In talks brokered by the EU, 
Russia is contemplating a temporary solution to the perennial problem of Ukraine‘s 
multibillion-dollar gas debts to Moscow. 
All of this is useful, but it does not go anything like far enough – as Barack 
Obama, François Hollande and David Cameron, the US, French and British leaders, 
should make plain to Mr Putin when their paths cross in Paris on Thursday and in 
Normandy on Friday, on the 70th anniversary of the D-Day landings. These will be the 
first face-to-face meetings between western leaders and Mr Putin since his cold-blooded 
annexation in March of Ukraine‘s Crimea peninsula. Mr Obama and his European allies 
must spell out to Mr Putin that, far from being grateful that Russia has not amputated 
eastern Ukraine in a Crimea-style operation, they will judge him by the practical actions 
required to defuse a crisis for which he was largely responsible in the first place. 
If he were sincere about calming tensions, the obvious steps would be to halt the 
flow of fighters and weapons into Ukraine from Russia and to dismantle the still 
excessive Russian military presence on Ukraine‘s frontiers. Mr Putin would then 
authorise Russian officials to engage in constructive discussions with their US, 
European and Ukrainian counterparts over how to maintain the peace in eastern 
Ukraine. Finally, he would lend support to the Ukrainian government‘s proposals to 
grant more autonomy to the nation‘s regions, especially the Russophone east, in a way 
that does not paralyse the central authorities in Kiev. This would be in keeping with the 
wishes of a majority of citizens in eastern Ukraine, who favour not annexation to Russia 
but enhanced self-government and protection of their cultural and linguistic rights. 
Washington and its allies are signalling that this week is not the time to extend 
the limited sanctions imposed on Russia after the annexation of Crimea. This is the 
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correct call. If the destabilisation of eastern Ukraine intensifies, tougher sanctions will 
be necessary. In present circumstances, however, the west ought to turn its attention to 
two other tasks. One is to promote the reform effort in Ukraine, starting with a clean-up 
of the Augean stables of corruption in state administration, business and politics. The 
second is to reassure those NATO members that share borders with Russia of the 
alliance‘s full commitment to its founding principle of collective defence. 
Two months into the insurrection, it is increasingly clear that separatism in 
eastern Ukraine is not carrying all before it. Even in Crimea, the tide of events may one 
day turn – as is suggested by the way Russia has been unable to control recent popular 
unrest in Abkhazia, the breakaway Georgian region it has funded since 2008. Patience, 
backed by vigilance, will be the most effective instrument in the west‘s dealings with 
Moscow. 
Financial Times 
Why the Ukraine Crisis Is the West’s Fault 
The Liberal Delusions That Provoked Putin 
By John J. Mearsheimer  
From our September/October 2014 Issue  
 
According to the prevailing wisdom in the West, the Ukraine crisis can be blamed 
almost entirely on Russian aggression. Russian President Vladimir Putin, the argument 
goes, annexed Crimea out of a long-standing desire to resuscitate the Soviet empire, and 
he may eventually go after the rest of Ukraine, as well as other countries in eastern 
Europe. In this view, the ouster of Ukrainian President Viktor Yanukovych in February 
2014 merely provided a pretext for Putin‘s decision to order Russian forces to seize part 
of Ukraine. 
But this account is wrong: the United States and its European allies share most of 
the responsibility for the crisis. The taproot of the trouble is NATO enlargement, the 
central element of a larger strategy to move Ukraine out of Russia‘s orbit and integrate 
it into the West. At the same time, the EU‘s expansion eastward and the West‘s backing 
of the pro-democracy movement in Ukraine -- beginning with the Orange Revolution in 
2004 -- were critical elements, too. Since the mid-1990s, Russian leaders have 
adamantly opposed NATO enlargement, and in recent years, they have made it clear 
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that they would not stand by while their strategically important neighbor turned into a 
Western bastion. For Putin, the illegal overthrow of Ukraine‘s democratically elected 
and pro-Russian president -- which he rightly labeled a ―coup‖ -- was the final straw. 
He responded by taking Crimea, a peninsula he feared would host a NATO naval base, 
and working to destabilize Ukraine until it abandoned its efforts to join the West.  
Putin‘s pushback should have come as no surprise. After all, the West had been 
moving into Russia‘s backyard and threatening its core strategic interests, a point Putin 
made emphatically and repeatedly. Elites in the United States and Europe have been 
blindsided by events only because they subscribe to a flawed view of international 
politics. They tend to believe that the logic of realism holds little relevance in the 
twenty-first century and that Europe can be kept whole and free on the basis of such 
liberal principles as the rule of law, economic interdependence, and democracy. 
But this grand scheme went awry in Ukraine. The crisis there shows that 
realpolitik remains relevant -- and states that ignore it do so at their own peril. U.S. and 
European leaders blundered in attempting to turn Ukraine into a Western stronghold on 
Russia‘s border. Now that the consequences have been laid bare, it would be an even 
greater mistake to continue this misbegotten policy. 
U.S. and European leaders blundered in attempting to turn Ukraine into a Western 
stronghold on Russia‘s border.  
THE WESTERN AFFRONT  
As the Cold War came to a close, Soviet leaders preferred that U.S. forces remain 
in Europe and NATO stay intact, an arrangement they thought would keep a reunified 
Germany pacified. But they and their Russian successors did not want NATO to grow 
any larger and assumed that Western diplomats understood their concerns. The Clinton 
administration evidently thought otherwise, and in the mid-1990s, it began pushing for 
NATO to expand. 
The first round of enlargement took place in 1999 and brought in the Czech 
Republic, Hungary, and Poland. The second occurred in 2004; it included Bulgaria, 
Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Romania, Slovakia, and Slovenia. Moscow complained 
bitterly from the start. During NATO‘s 1995 bombing campaign against the Bosnian 
Serbs, for example, Russian President Boris Yeltsin said, ―This is the first sign of what 
could happen when NATO comes right up to the Russian Federation‘s borders. ... The 
flame of war could burst out across the whole of Europe.‖ But the Russians were too 
weak at the time to derail NATO‘s eastward movement -- which, at any rate, did not 
look so threatening, since none of the new members shared a border with Russia, save 
for the tiny Baltic countries. 
Then NATO began looking further east. At its April 2008 summit in Bucharest, 
the alliance considered admitting Georgia and Ukraine. The George W. Bush 
administration supported doing so, but France and Germany opposed the move for fear 
that it would unduly antagonize Russia. In the end, NATO‘s members reached a 
compromise: the alliance did not begin the formal process leading to membership, but it 
issued a statement endorsing the aspirations of Georgia and Ukraine and boldly 
declaring, ―These countries will become members of NATO.‖  
Moscow, however, did not see the outcome as much of a compromise. Alexander 
Grushko, then Russia‘s deputy foreign minister, said, ―Georgia‘s and Ukraine‘s 
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membership in the alliance is a huge strategic mistake which would have most serious 
consequences for pan-European security.‖ Putin maintained that admitting those two 
countries to NATO would represent a ―direct threat‖ to Russia. One Russian newspaper 
reported that Putin, while speaking with Bush, ―very transparently hinted that if Ukraine 
was accepted into NATO, it would cease to exist.‖ 
Russia‘s invasion of Georgia in August 2008 should have dispelled any 
remaining doubts about Putin‘s determination to prevent Georgia and Ukraine from 
joining NATO. Georgian President Mikheil Saakashvili, who was deeply committed to 
bringing his country into NATO, had decided in the summer of 2008 to reincorporate 
two separatist regions, Abkhazia and South Ossetia. But Putin sought to keep Georgia 
weak and divided -- and out of NATO. After fighting broke out between the Georgian 
government and South Ossetian separatists, Russian forces took control of Abkhazia 
and South Ossetia. Moscow had made its point. Yet despite this clear warning, NATO 
never publicly abandoned its goal of bringing Georgia and Ukraine into the alliance. 
And NATO expansion continued marching forward, with Albania and Croatia 
becoming members in 2009. 
The EU, too, has been marching eastward. In May 2008, it unveiled its Eastern 
Partnership initiative, a program to foster prosperity in such countries as Ukraine and 
integrate them into the EU economy. Not surprisingly, Russian leaders view the plan as 
hostile to their country‘s interests. This past February, before Yanukovych was forced 
from office, Russian Foreign Minister Sergey Lavrov accused the EU of trying to create 
a ―sphere of influence‖ in eastern Europe. In the eyes of Russian leaders, EU expansion 
is a stalking horse for NATO expansion.  
The West‘s final tool for peeling Kiev away from Moscow has been its efforts to 
spread Western values and promote democracy in Ukraine and other post-Soviet states, 
a plan that often entails funding pro-Western individuals and organizations. Victoria 
Nuland, the U.S. assistant secretary of state for European and Eurasian affairs, estimated 
in December 2013 that the United States had invested more than $5 billion since 1991 
to help Ukraine achieve ―the future it deserves.‖ As part of that effort, the U.S. 
government has bankrolled the National Endowment for Democracy. The nonprofit 
foundation has funded more than 60 projects aimed at promoting civil society in 
Ukraine, and the NED‘s president, Carl Gershman, has called that country ―the biggest 
prize.‖ After Yanukovych won Ukraine‘s presidential election in February 2010, the 
NED decided he was undermining its goals, and so it stepped up its efforts to support 
the opposition and strengthen the country‘s democratic institutions. 
When Russian leaders look at Western social engineering in Ukraine, they worry 
that their country might be next. And such fears are hardly groundless. In September 
2013, Gershman wrote in The Washington Post, ―Ukraine‘s choice to join Europe will 
accelerate the demise of the ideology of Russian imperialism that Putin represents.‖ He 
added: ―Russians, too, face a choice, and Putin may find himself on the losing end not 
just in the near abroad but within Russia itself.‖ 
CREATING A CRISIS 
Imagine the American outrage if China built an impressive military alliance and 
tried to include Canada and Mexico.  
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The West‘s triple package of policies -- NATO enlargement, EU expansion, and 
democracy promotion -- added fuel to a fire waiting to ignite. The spark came in 
November 2013, when Yanukovych rejected a major economic deal he had been 
negotiating with the EU and decided to accept a $15 billion Russian counteroffer 
instead. That decision gave rise to antigovernment demonstrations that escalated over 
the following three months and that by mid-February had led to the deaths of some one 
hundred protesters. Western emissaries hurriedly flew to Kiev to resolve the crisis. On 
February 21, the government and the opposition struck a deal that allowed Yanukovych 
to stay in power until new elections were held. But it immediately fell apart, and 
Yanukovych fled to Russia the next day. The new government in Kiev was pro-Western 
and anti-Russian to the core, and it contained four high-ranking members who could 
legitimately be labeled neofascists.   
Although the full extent of U.S. involvement has not yet come to light, it is clear 
that Washington backed the coup. Nuland and Republican Senator John McCain 
participated in antigovernment demonstrations, and Geoffrey Pyatt, the U.S. 
ambassador to Ukraine, proclaimed after Yanukovych‘s toppling that it was ―a day for 
the history books.‖ As a leaked telephone recording revealed, Nuland had advocated 
regime change and wanted the Ukrainian politician Arseniy Yatsenyuk to become prime 
minister in the new government, which he did. No wonder Russians of all persuasions 
think the West played a role in Yanukovych‘s ouster. 
For Putin, the time to act against Ukraine and the West had arrived. Shortly after 
February 22, he ordered Russian forces to take Crimea from Ukraine, and soon after 
that, he incorporated it into Russia. The task proved relatively easy, thanks to the 
thousands of Russian troops already stationed at a naval base in the Crimean port of 
Sevastopol. Crimea also made for an easy target since ethnic Russians compose roughly 
60 percent of its population. Most of them wanted out of Ukraine.  
Next, Putin put massive pressure on the new government in Kiev to discourage it 
from siding with the West against Moscow, making it clear that he would wreck 
Ukraine as a functioning state before he would allow it to become a Western stronghold 
on Russia‘s doorstep. Toward that end, he has provided advisers, arms, and diplomatic 
support to the Russian separatists in eastern Ukraine, who are pushing the country 
toward civil war. He has massed a large army on the Ukrainian border, threatening to 
invade if the government cracks down on the rebels. And he has sharply raised the price 
of the natural gas Russia sells to Ukraine and demanded payment for past exports. Putin 
is playing hardball. 
THE DIAGNOSIS 
Putin‘s actions should be easy to comprehend. A huge expanse of flat land that 
Napoleonic France, imperial Germany, and Nazi Germany all crossed to strike at Russia 
itself, Ukraine serves as a buffer state of enormous strategic importance to Russia. No 
Russian leader would tolerate a military alliance that was Moscow‘s mortal enemy until 
recently moving into Ukraine. Nor would any Russian leader stand idly by while the 
West helped install a government there that was determined to integrate Ukraine into 
the West.  
Washington may not like Moscow‘s position, but it should understand the logic 
behind it. This is Geopolitics 101: great powers are always sensitive to potential threats 
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near their home territory. After all, the United States does not tolerate distant great 
powers deploying military forces anywhere in the Western Hemisphere, much less on 
its borders. Imagine the outrage in Washington if China built an impressive military 
alliance and tried to include Canada and Mexico in it. Logic aside, Russian leaders have 
told their Western counterparts on many occasions that they consider NATO expansion 
into Georgia and Ukraine unacceptable, along with any effort to turn those countries 
against Russia -- a message that the 2008 Russian-Georgian war also made crystal clear. 
Officials from the United States and its European allies contend that they tried 
hard to assuage Russian fears and that Moscow should understand that NATO has no 
designs on Russia. In addition to continually denying that its expansion was aimed at 
containing Russia, the alliance has never permanently deployed military forces in its 
new member states. In 2002, it even created a body called the NATO-Russia Council in 
an effort to foster cooperation. To further mollify Russia, the United States announced 
in 2009 that it would deploy its new missile defense system on warships in European 
waters, at least initially, rather than on Czech or Polish territory. But none of these 
measures worked; the Russians remained steadfastly opposed to NATO enlargement, 
especially into Georgia and Ukraine. And it is the Russians, not the West, who 
ultimately get to decide what counts as a threat to them. 
To understand why the West, especially the United States, failed to understand 
that its Ukraine policy was laying the groundwork for a major clash with Russia, one 
must go back to the mid-1990s, when the Clinton administration began advocating 
NATO expansion. Pundits advanced a variety of arguments for and against 
enlargement, but there was no consensus on what to do. Most eastern European émigrés 
in the United States and their relatives, for example, strongly supported expansion, 
because they wanted NATO to protect such countries as Hungary and Poland. A few 
realists also favored the policy because they thought Russia still needed to be 
contained.  
But most realists opposed expansion, in the belief that a declining great power 
with an aging population and a one-dimensional economy did not in fact need to be 
contained. And they feared that enlargement would only give Moscow an incentive to 
cause trouble in eastern Europe. The U.S. diplomat George Kennan articulated this 
perspective in a 1998 interview, shortly after the U.S. Senate approved the first round of 
NATO expansion. ―I think the Russians will gradually react quite adversely and it will 
affect their policies,‖ he said. ―I think it is a tragic mistake. There was no reason for this 
whatsoever. No one was threatening anyone else.‖ 
The United States and its allies should abandon their plan to westernize Ukraine 
and instead aim to make it a neutral buffer.  
Most liberals, on the other hand, favored enlargement, including many key 
members of the Clinton administration. They believed that the end of the Cold War had 
fundamentally transformed international politics and that a new, postnational order had 
replaced the realist logic that used to govern Europe. The United States was not only the 
―indispensable nation,‖ as Secretary of State Madeleine Albright put it; it was also a 
benign hegemon and thus unlikely to be viewed as a threat in Moscow. The aim, in 
essence, was to make the entire continent look like western Europe.  
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And so the United States and its allies sought to promote democracy in the 
countries of eastern Europe, increase economic interdependence among them, and 
embed them in international institutions. Having won the debate in the United States, 
liberals had little difficulty convincing their European allies to support NATO 
enlargement. After all, given the EU‘s past achievements, Europeans were even more 
wedded than Americans to the idea that geopolitics no longer mattered and that an all-
inclusive liberal order could maintain peace in Europe.  
So thoroughly did liberals come to dominate the discourse about European 
security during the first decade of this century that even as the alliance adopted an open-
door policy of growth, NATO expansion faced little realist opposition. The liberal 
worldview is now accepted dogma among U.S. officials. In March, for example, 
President Barack Obama delivered a speech about Ukraine in which he talked 
repeatedly about ―the ideals‖ that motivate Western policy and how those ideals ―have 
often been threatened by an older, more traditional view of power.‖ Secretary of State 
John Kerry‘s response to the Crimea crisis reflected this same perspective: ―You just 
don‘t in the twenty-first century behave in nineteenth-century fashion by invading 
another country on completely trumped-up pretext.‖ 
In essence, the two sides have been operating with different playbooks: Putin and 
his compatriots have been thinking and acting according to realist dictates, whereas 
their Western counterparts have been adhering to liberal ideas about international 
politics. The result is that the United States and its allies unknowingly provoked a major 
crisis over Ukraine.  
BLAME GAME 
In that same 1998 interview, Kennan predicted that NATO expansion would 
provoke a crisis, after which the proponents of expansion would ―say that we always 
told you that is how the Russians are.‖ As if on cue, most Western officials have 
portrayed Putin as the real culprit in the Ukraine predicament. In March, according to 
The New York Times, German Chancellor Angela Merkel implied that Putin was 
irrational, telling Obama that he was ―in another world.‖ Although Putin no doubt has 
autocratic tendencies, no evidence supports the charge that he is mentally unbalanced. 
On the contrary: he is a first-class strategist who should be feared and respected by 
anyone challenging him on foreign policy.  
Other analysts allege, more plausibly, that Putin regrets the demise of the Soviet 
Union and is determined to reverse it by expanding Russia‘s borders. According to this 
interpretation, Putin, having taken Crimea, is now testing the waters to see if the time is 
right to conquer Ukraine, or at least its eastern part, and he will eventually behave 
aggressively toward other countries in Russia‘s neighborhood. For some in this camp, 
Putin represents a modern-day Adolf Hitler, and striking any kind of deal with him 
would repeat the mistake of Munich. Thus, NATO must admit Georgia and Ukraine to 
contain Russia before it dominates its neighbors and threatens western Europe.  
This argument falls apart on close inspection. If Putin were committed to creating 
a greater Russia, signs of his intentions would almost certainly have arisen before 
February 22. But there is virtually no evidence that he was bent on taking Crimea, much 
less any other territory in Ukraine, before that date. Even Western leaders who 
supported NATO expansion were not doing so out of a fear that Russia was about to use 
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military force. Putin‘s actions in Crimea took them by complete surprise and appear to 
have been a spontaneous reaction to Yanukovych‘s ouster. Right afterward, even Putin 
said he opposed Crimean secession, before quickly changing his mind.  
Besides, even if it wanted to, Russia lacks the capability to easily conquer and 
annex eastern Ukraine, much less the entire country. Roughly 15 million people -- one-
third of Ukraine‘s population -- live between the Dnieper River, which bisects the 
country, and the Russian border. An overwhelming majority of those people want to 
remain part of Ukraine and would surely resist a Russian occupation. Furthermore, 
Russia‘s mediocre army, which shows few signs of turning into a modern Wehrmacht, 
would have little chance of pacifying all of Ukraine. Moscow is also poorly positioned 
to pay for a costly occupation; its weak economy would suffer even more in the face of 
the resulting sanctions. 
But even if Russia did boast a powerful military machine and an impressive 
economy, it would still probably prove unable to successfully occupy Ukraine. One 
need only consider the Soviet and U.S. experiences in Afghanistan, the U.S. experiences 
in Vietnam and Iraq, and the Russian experience in Chechnya to be reminded that 
military occupations usually end badly. Putin surely understands that trying to subdue 
Ukraine would be like swallowing a porcupine. His response to events there has been 
defensive, not offensive. 
A WAY OUT 
Given that most Western leaders continue to deny that Putin‘s behavior might be 
motivated by legitimate security concerns, it is unsurprising that they have tried to 
modify it by doubling down on their existing policies and have punished Russia to deter 
further aggression. Although Kerry has maintained that ―all options are on the table,‖ 
neither the United States nor its NATO allies are prepared to use force to defend 
Ukraine. The West is relying instead on economic sanctions to coerce Russia into 
ending its support for the insurrection in eastern Ukraine. In July, the United States and 
the EU put in place their third round of limited sanctions, targeting mainly high-level 
individuals closely tied to the Russian government and some high-profile banks, energy 
companies, and defense firms. They also threatened to unleash another, tougher round 
of sanctions, aimed at whole sectors of the Russian economy.  
Such measures will have little effect. Harsh sanctions are likely off the table 
anyway; western European countries, especially Germany, have resisted imposing them 
for fear that Russia might retaliate and cause serious economic damage within the EU. 
But even if the United States could convince its allies to enact tough measures, Putin 
would probably not alter his decision-making. History shows that countries will absorb 
enormous amounts of punishment in order to protect their core strategic interests. There 
is no reason to think Russia represents an exception to this rule. 
Western leaders have also clung to the provocative policies that precipitated the 
crisis in the first place. In April, U.S. Vice President Joseph Biden met with Ukrainian 
legislators and told them, ―This is a second opportunity to make good on the original 
promise made by the Orange Revolution.‖ John Brennan, the director of the CIA, did 
not help things when, that same month, he visited Kiev on a trip the White House said 
was aimed at improving security cooperation with the Ukrainian government. 
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The EU, meanwhile, has continued to push its Eastern Partnership. In March, José 
Manuel Barroso, the president of the European Commission, summarized EU thinking 
on Ukraine, saying, ―We have a debt, a duty of solidarity with that country, and we will 
work to have them as close as possible to us.‖ And sure enough, on June 27, the EU and 
Ukraine signed the economic agreement that Yanukovych had fatefully rejected seven 
months earlier. Also in June, at a meeting of NATO members‘ foreign ministers, it was 
agreed that the alliance would remain open to new members, although the foreign 
ministers refrained from mentioning Ukraine by name. ―No third country has a veto 
over NATO enlargement,‖ announced Anders Fogh Rasmussen, NATO‘s secretary-
general. The foreign ministers also agreed to support various measures to improve 
Ukraine‘s military capabilities in such areas as command and control, logistics, and 
cyberdefense. Russian leaders have naturally recoiled at these actions; the West‘s 
response to the crisis will only make a bad situation worse.  
There is a solution to the crisis in Ukraine, however -- although it would require 
the West to think about the country in a fundamentally new way. The United States and 
its allies should abandon their plan to westernize Ukraine and instead aim to make it a 
neutral buffer between NATO and Russia, akin to Austria‘s position during the Cold 
War. Western leaders should acknowledge that Ukraine matters so much to Putin that 
they cannot support an anti-Russian regime there. This would not mean that a future 
Ukrainian government would have to be pro-Russian or anti-NATO. On the contrary, 
the goal should be a sovereign Ukraine that falls in neither the Russian nor the Western 
camp. 
To achieve this end, the United States and its allies should publicly rule out 
NATO‘s expansion into both Georgia and Ukraine. The West should also help fashion 
an economic rescue plan for Ukraine funded jointly by the EU, the International 
Monetary Fund, Russia, and the United States -- a proposal that Moscow should 
welcome, given its interest in having a prosperous and stable Ukraine on its western 
flank. And the West should considerably limit its social-engineering efforts inside 
Ukraine. It is time to put an end to Western support for another Orange Revolution. 
Nevertheless, U.S. and European leaders should encourage Ukraine to respect minority 
rights, especially the language rights of its Russian speakers.  
Some may argue that changing policy toward Ukraine at this late date would 
seriously damage U.S. credibility around the world. There would undoubtedly be 
certain costs, but the costs of continuing a misguided strategy would be much greater. 
Furthermore, other countries are likely to respect a state that learns from its mistakes 
and ultimately devises a policy that deals effectively with the problem at hand. That 
option is clearly open to the United States. 
One also hears the claim that Ukraine has the right to determine whom it wants to 
ally with and the Russians have no right to prevent Kiev from joining the West. This is 
a dangerous way for Ukraine to think about its foreign policy choices. The sad truth is 
that might often makes right when great-power politics are at play. Abstract rights such 
as self-determination are largely meaningless when powerful states get into brawls with 
weaker states. Did Cuba have the right to form a military alliance with the Soviet Union 
during the Cold War? The United States certainly did not think so, and the Russians 
think the same way about Ukraine joining the West. It is in Ukraine‘s interest to 
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understand these facts of life and tread carefully when dealing with its more powerful 
neighbor. 
Even if one rejects this analysis, however, and believes that Ukraine has the right 
to petition to join the EU and NATO, the fact remains that the United States and its 
European allies have the right to reject these requests. There is no reason that the West 
has to accommodate Ukraine if it is bent on pursuing a wrong-headed foreign policy, 
especially if its defense is not a vital interest. Indulging the dreams of some Ukrainians 
is not worth the animosity and strife it will cause, especially for the Ukrainian people.  
Of course, some analysts might concede that NATO handled relations with 
Ukraine poorly and yet still maintain that Russia constitutes an enemy that will only 
grow more formidable over time -- and that the West therefore has no choice but to 
continue its present policy. But this viewpoint is badly mistaken. Russia is a declining 
power, and it will only get weaker with time. Even if Russia were a rising power, 
moreover, it would still make no sense to incorporate Ukraine into NATO. The reason 
is simple: the United States and its European allies do not consider Ukraine to be a core 
strategic interest, as their unwillingness to use military force to come to its aid has 
proved. It would therefore be the height of folly to create a new NATO member that the 
other members have no intention of defending. NATO has expanded in the past because 
liberals assumed the alliance would never have to honor its new security guarantees, but 
Russia‘s recent power play shows that granting Ukraine NATO membership could put 
Russia and the West on a collision course. 
Sticking with the current policy would also complicate Western relations with 
Moscow on other issues. The United States needs Russia‘s assistance to withdraw U.S. 
equipment from Afghanistan through Russian territory, reach a nuclear agreement with 
Iran, and stabilize the situation in Syria. In fact, Moscow has helped Washington on all 
three of these issues in the past; in the summer of 2013, it was Putin who pulled 
Obama‘s chestnuts out of the fire by forging the deal under which Syria agreed to 
relinquish its chemical weapons, thereby avoiding the U.S. military strike that Obama 
had threatened. The United States will also someday need Russia‘s help containing a 
rising China. Current U.S. policy, however, is only driving Moscow and Beijing closer 
together.  
The United States and its European allies now face a choice on Ukraine. They can 
continue their current policy, which will exacerbate hostilities with Russia and devastate 
Ukraine in the process -- a scenario in which everyone would come out a loser. Or they 
can switch gears and work to create a prosperous but neutral Ukraine, one that does not 
threaten Russia and allows the West to repair its relations with Moscow. With that 
approach, all sides would win. 





Render the article into English: 
Західні експерти: Україна – форпост у гібридній війні Росії 
проти ЄС 
Сучасна Росія перетворилася на загрозу не тільки для України, а й для 
усього світу. І основною проблемою цивілізованого світового суспільства є те, що 
керманич Кремля є абсолютно непередбачуваним у своїх діях. «Деякі країни ЄС 
хотіли б, щоб Росія робила активні кроки на підтримку виключно політичних 
шляхів вирішення кризи в південно-східній частині України, але цього не 
станеться, - вважає член дослідницької групи Chatham House, колишній глава 
венчурного підрозділу TNK-BP Джон Лоух. – Росія не показує жодних ознак 
відмови від сепаратистів або перегляду вимог до України, з тим, аби послабити 
прагнення України наблизитися до Європи шляхом реалізації Угоди про 
асоціацію». 
Причиною таких дій з боку Москви, на його думку, є необхідність для Росії 
створення наземного коридору до Криму. Експерт переконаний, що наразі 
здається, що Москва не йде на цей ризик, але такий розрахунок може змінитися. 
«Президент Путін явно не відчуває себе обмеженим жодними правилами чи 
принципами безпеки усталеними з часів «холодної війни»,  - заявляє він. Однак, 
зважаючи, що Україна на такий коридор згоди не дасть, це призведе до різкого 
загострення ситуації і може підштовхнути до подальших санкцій проти Росії з 
боку західних країн. Крім того, на переконання Лоуха, занепокоєність Заходу має 
визивати той факт, що Путін вважає усталені міжнародні норми несправедливими 
та руйнівними, тобто тими, що завдають збитків інтересам Росії і намагається 
переглянути їх протягом декількох останніх років. «Путін не збирається 
повертатися до усталених міжнародних принципів та правил. Дуже малоймовірно, 
що Москва кине прямий виклик безпеці країн НАТО, але вона цілком може 
продовжувати змушувати нервувати країни Прибалтики з приводу своїх намірів, 
та сіятиме сумніви щодо міри підтримки зі сторони їх союзників по НАТО щодо 
їх захисту. Немає жодних сумнівів, що Росія може дестабілізувати інші країни на 
периферії, якщо побачить необхідність у цьому, але вона повинна усвідомлювати, 
що будуть наслідки», - застерігає представник Chatham House. 
На думку експерта, така зухвалість поведінки РФ спричинена там, що, 
наразі, в Росії в процесі прийняття рішень в Кремлі домінує «партія війни». 
«Партія війни» в Росії, на даний момент, домінує в процесі прийняття рішень в 
Кремлі, але ті, хто приймають рішення щодо економіки можуть повернути собі 
вплив і спробувати відновити баланс у політиці», - сподівається Джон Лоух. 
За його словами, Путін знає, що Росія не може ризикувати вступити у 
прямий військовий конфлікт із Заходом, і вже можна побачити, що «навіть 
стримана реакція Заходу на кризу в Україні відображається на зміщенні та 
реальній деформації системи Путіна». Саме через всі ці чинники, у Заходу немає 
ніякого стимулу скасовувати санкції. Більш того, в багатьох країнах ЄС зростає 
розуміння, що санкції посилюють та загострюють основні проблеми в російській 
економіці і що погіршення економічної ситуації в Росії змусить Кремль зробити 
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важкий вибір щодо того, «наскільки далеко може зайти таке протистояння із 
Заходом». «Якщо рівень життя продовжуватиме падати, з‘явиться соціальне 
невдоволення, в результаті чого Путін більше не буде захищеним високим 
рейтингом популярності. Ця ситуація може створити справжню політичну кризу в 
самій Росії», - вважає Джон Лоух. 
В свою чергу, старший науковий співробітник вашингтонського Інституту 
Брукінгса, один із засновників і старший науковий консультант спільного 
російсько-американського Центру з досліджень в галузі міжнародної фінансової 
та енергетичної безпеки (CRIFES), що базується в Університеті Пенсільванії 
Кліффорд Гедді вважає, що «на разі «замороження» конфлікту на Донбасі є 
найбільш прийнятним виходом для президента РФ Володимира Путіна». На його 
думку, російський лідер хотів би повернутися до моделі «business as usual» із 
Заходом. Проте і зберегти можливість створення відкритого сухопутного «мосту» 
до Криму також лишається в пріоритеті для президента РФ. Вважаючи, що «Захід 
не зможе змусити Путіна повернутися до міжнародних норм поведінки», Путін 
продовжуватиме діяти, як він вважатиме за потрібне, незалежно від міжнародних 
норм. «Доти, доки не відчує загрозу для Росії з боку Заходу», - наголошує Гедді, 
додавши, що неможливо передбачити, як саме і яке місце він може вибрати для 
військових дій. 
«Наприклад, військове втручання в країнах Балтії не є ймовірним сценарієм, 
з моєї точки зору, але не можна також повністю цього виключати. Справді, майже 
жодного сценарію не можна повністю виключити», - застерігає експерт. 
«Важко зрозуміти, якими будуть наступні дії Путіна, оскільки він 
непередбачуваний, - підтримує цю думку викладач на кафедрі політики і 
міжнародних відносин в Університеті Лестера, Великобританія, член різних 
комітетів політичних і аналітичних центрів, які консультують Європейський Союз 
щодо розширення ЄС, Східного партнерства, нагірно-карабахського мирного 
процесу, південного Кавказу і Чорноморського регіону доктор Керол Вівер, - і, 
безсумнівно, президент РФ має багато запасних планів про всяк випадок, які він 
може ввести або не ввести в дію». 
Проблема для усього світу 
Втім, на думку Вівер, атаки на Україну з боку РФ продовжуватимуться, поки не 
буде укладена угода про сухопутний доступ до Криму: «РФ важко отримати 
доступ до Криму, тому цілком ймовірно, що напади на Україну будуть 
продовжуватися. Президент Путін не відмовиться від Криму, але може покласти 
кінець втручанням у ситуацію на Донбасі, за умов, якщо він зможе зберегти 
обличчя, маючи тимчасову угоду з Україною для доступу до Криму і угоду з ЄС 
щодо торгівлі. Це допоможе російській економіці і, можливо, попередить набуття 
РФ статусу збанкрутілого регіону». 
Експерт також додає, що, наразі, «може здатися, що ЄС та США фактично 
визнають анексію Криму, проте США або Великобританія не можуть зробити це 
(визнати анексію) повністю, у зв'язку з Будапештським меморандумом, якщо, 
звичайно, це не буде погоджено з Україною, що малоймовірно». 
Крім того, на її думку, ЄС та США навряд чи почнуть раптом довіряти 
президенту Путіну. Особливо, зважаючи на те, що він зробив країнам-учасницям 
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ЄС/НАТО серйозні погрози. «Президент Путін також докладає багато зусиль, аби 
розділити членів ЄС і, за чутками, аби отримати підтримку націоналістичних і 
ультраправих партій в складі ЄС», - додала експерт. 
Вівер переконана, «що б не сталося, Путін продовжуватиме створювати проблеми 
для України та для ЄС в найближчому майбутньому». Саме тому, для ухвалення 
скасування обмежувальних заходів відносно секторів російської економіки, Захід 
наполягає, що режим припинення вогню в Донбасі має не тільки встановитися, а й 
дотримуватися. «Санкції проти РФ будуть переглянуті, якщо угода про 
припинення вогню виконуватиметься, проте ЄС працює повільно і всі члени 
повинні бути впевненими у тому, що припинення вогню буде тривати, щоб 
скасувати санкції», - заявила вона. 
На думку Вівер, найбільші шанси зупинити агресію Путіна в Україні мають 
російські громадяни. «Кращим засобом контролю президента Путіна є російські 
громадяни, які починають дізнаватися правду. Проте, аби виступити проти нього, 
потрібно бути дуже сміливим. Я думаю, що багато росіян вважають себе 
європейцями і є миролюбними. Вони не хочуть бути відрізаними від решти 
Європи або втрачати своїх синів у боротьбі проти своїх сусідів», - сказала 
експерт. 
Викладач Колумбійського університету Юрій Шевчук, у свою чергу, відмічає, що 
поведінка Путіна щодо України залежатиме від декількох чинників. По-перше, від 
реакції Заходу на його війну проти України. А саме: посилення чи, навпаки, 
послаблення західних санкції проти Росії, подальшого стану російської економіки 
і рівня життя простих росіян. 
По-друге, від суспільних процесів всередині самої Росії. Збереження і посилення 
шовіністичних настроїв, подальше скочування російського суспільства до воєнної 
істерії, чи, навпаки, посилення опору «путінській» війні зсередини, зростання 
протестних настроїв, погіршення економічної ситуації і те, як це відчує рядовий 
підданий Путіна. 
По-третє, від здатності України чинити опір агресії Росії на військовому, 
економічному, політичному, інформаційному й культурному рівні, подальша 
консолідація суспільства в Україні, оснащення і посилення збройних сил, 
реформи економіки й політики, люстрації, очищення всієї горизонталі 
українського суспільства від «московських агентів впливу» не лише в політиці, 
збройних силах, СБУ, судовій системі, але й в інформаційному полі, культурі, 
освіті. 
Також Шевчук висловив думку, що «світ та Європа не менше за Україну 
зацікавлені у дотримані засад міжнародного права, відновленні європейської 
архітектури безпеки, яку зруйнував Путін агресією проти України». 
Костянтин Гончаров  
REUTERS 
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